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CURRENT TOPICS, 


Mr. Arruur O’Connor, K O., has been appointed judge of 
the County Court Circuit No. 2 (Durham, &c,), in succession to 
the late Judge Mreynett. Mr. O’Connor was called to the bar 
in 1883, and was member for Donegal in the last Parliament. 





THE FORTNIGHT ending on Thursday last has produced two 
more advertisements of applications for registration with an 
absolute title of freehold land and “ freshold chambers” within 
the county of London, making eleven advertised applications 
during the last fourteen weeks. 





THERE DOES NOT seem to be much in the question, which was 
current at the close of last week, as to the proper designation 
of the common law division of the High Oourt. Section 31 of 
the Judicature Act, 1873. provides that the High Court shall 
be divided into five divisions, called respectively ‘‘the Queen's 
Bench Division,’ &c. This name is apparently used with refer- 
ence to the sovereign then reigning, jt yt section 30 of the 
Interpretation Act, 1889, references in any Act, whether passed 
before or after its commencement, shall, unless the contrary 
intention appears, be construed as references to the sovereign 
for the time being. 





THE OBSERVATIONS made by Mr. Justice WiILs, in pronouncing 
sentence on GREENFIELD, the last of the four convicted solicitors, 
should be carefully borne in mind. -He remarked that “it 
would hardly be right for him to part with the series of cases 
which he had had to deal with without his giving an emphatic 
warning against the impropriety of mixing up clients’ money 
with the moneys of a solicitor unless he was in such a condition 
financially that, at any moment, any sum which he owed toa 


His Honour Judge. 
, The Right on ord 


The Right Hon. Sr Rete client, or to all his clients, would be forthcoming at once. He 


had had it impressed upon him again and again that it was the 
custom for solicitors, and very respectable solicitors, to mix up 
clients’ money with theirown. He would not say for a moment 
that it was necessarily a dishonest thing to do, but he did say 
that unless a man was perfectly certain that he was at any 
moment solvent, and at any moment could pay all demands of 
14 
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that kind which might be made upon him, it was a most dan- |. 
“gerous practice, and one which was fraught with peril to those | 


who indulged in it when things went wrong with them.” We 
bélieve that the number of ‘ very respectable solicitors ” who 
now adopt this practice is few; and we trust it may speedily 
become extinct. 





A qvEst1on, which has been unnecessarily agitating the mind 
of those engaged in assessment appeals against the quinquennial 
assessment of 1900, is whether the new borough councils are 
the bodies which will deal with those appeals, and whether the 
new boroughs are the areas to which reference should be made 
in settling the necessary documents. It does not seem to be 
generally known that the old aseessment committee of the 
vestry still exists for the ~—— of hearing such appeals, 
having been specially continued in existence for six months 
for that purpose. For instance, property within the new 
borough of Battersea will still be referred to in a notice of 
appeal as in the union of Wandsworth, and documents will be 
so entitled, since Battersea, previous to the Local Government 
Act, 1899, was for rating purposes within the union of Wands- 
worth. In fact the old machinery has been retained for the 
purpose of appeals against the last quinquennial assessment. 
As the period is, however, only six months, some confusion may 
arise hereafter, and questions of costs relating to these appeals 
may possibly have to come before the new assessment committee 
of the borough, since proceedings are certain in some cases to 
be prolonged far beyond that period. Possibly this difficulty 
will be overcome by a further Order in Council continuing the 
old assessment committee of the vestry for the purpose of 
finally dealing with such questions, and for that purpose only. 





THE question has been asked how an indictment should 
properly be concluded where the offence was committed before 
the death of our late Jamented Queen, but the bill is not 
presented tillafcer that event. The indictment ought, of course, 
to commence ‘‘The jurors for our Lord the King,” but the 
offence cannot be said to have been committed “ against the 
peace of our Lord the King, his Crown and Dignity,” for he 
was not king when it was committed. It is submitted, there- 
fore, that the correct conclusion should be, “against the 

ace of our late Lady the Queen, her Orown and 

ignity.” The question is of no very great import- 
ance, for any defect in this formal part would, of course, 
nowadays be amended if necessary. At one time, 

owever, this matter was of great importance. In the case of 
Rex vy. Lookup (3 Burr, 1901) in 1762, early in the reign of 
George III., the prisoner was indicted for perjury committed ona 
named date in the reign of George II., but the indictment con- 
cluded ‘against the peace of our Lord the King.” The judges 
were unanimous in their opinions that the indictment was bad 
for not laying the offence to have been committed ‘‘ against the 
peace of our /ate Lord the King,” and the conviction was 
— and the prisoner discharged after being sentenced to 

e pillory and transportation. Rex v. Scott (R. & R. 415) was 
a case of the reverse mistake. The offence was committed just 
after the accession of George IV. The indictment, however, 
concluded “ against the peace of our late Lord the King.” 
Probably the draftsman had been drawing indictments for 
offences committed just before the death of George LiI., and 
that this was a slip. In this case the judges refused to inter- 
fere with the conviction on the ground that the word “late” 
was mere surplusage. One of them, however, Hotroyp, J., 
gave the extraordinary reason for his judgment that ‘‘ the word 

is vot inapplicable to the present king.” As when thus 
used the word is clearly equivalent to deceased, it is not easy to 
follow the learned judge’s meaning. 





We print elsewhere a letter on the moral of the Lake case 
from an official of the High Oourt whose knowledge of the 
working of some colicitors’ offices in London has been lengthened 
and practical, and who, although he now views matters from the 
official standpoint, is entitled also to write with authority as a 
former member of the profession. It is a great advantage to 


have the comments of a writer who, while speaking of what he 
knows, is detached from the trammels of professional babits and 
prejudices. It will be seen that our correspondent puts in the 
forefront of the causes leading to the recent disasters the 
matter to which, durirg the last year, we have repeatedly drawn 
attention—namely, the increasing tendency among solicitors to 
enter on financial transactions apart from their proper business. 
Writing so long ago as last May, we urged the necessity for 
‘‘a strong pronouncement: by the Council of the Incorporated 
Law Society that it is the duty of solicitors to keep to their 
legitimate business, and to refrain from speculation, financing 
and other practices which furnish an alluring prospect of gain, 
but are likely ultimately to lead to the bankruptcy court.”” No 
reference, however, was made to this evil in the report of the 
Special Committee of the society on the subject. Our correspon- 
dent develops a further source of danger arising from this 
tendency, in the neglect of proper accounts and of proper office 
management. We are inclined to think that his comments as 
to this, and as to the obstinate conservatism of solicitors in 
matters of book-keeping, are much too sweeping—it is not six 
months since an eminent London solicitor devoted an admirable 
paper, read at the Weymouth meeting, to a consideration of the 
best methods of solicitors’ book-keeping, in which he pointed 
out that the one thing essential, whatever system of book- 
keeping may be used, is that the books should be kept regularly 
and promptly written up and balanced, and that the solicitor 
should by their means know at all times how he stands with his 
clients, with the world, and with his business. But our corre- 
spondent’s criticisms at all events furnish matter for serious 
consideration. 





THE coursE adopted by the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society with regard to the resolution passed at the meeting on 
the 13th of July last as to the Law Club is open to misunder- 
standing. At the July meeting, which was the largest in point 
of numbers of any meeting held for twenty years past, a 
resolution that the Council be directed to give the shortest 
possible notice to the Law Club to quit the premises of the 
society, and forthwith to make arrangements for supplying 
refreshments to the general body of the members, was passed 
by alarge majority. The then president of the society said it 
seemed to be a hardship that members of the society could not 
obtain refreshments in the building. Of course, under bye-law 
$4, no resolution of a general meeting is binding on the society 
until it has has been adopted by the Council or has been con- 
firmed at the next general meeting. But the Council appointed a 
committee “to consider and report as to the steps to be taken by 
the Council in consequence of the resolution.” This committee 
reported that ‘‘the existence of the club has been the occasion 
of agitation and complaint from time to time for twenty-five 
years, and that an adverse feeling towards it undoubtedly 
prevails, however much it may be based on misconception, 
amongst members of the society both in Londonand the Provinces, 
and especially amongst the younger members, It appears, 
therefore, to the committee, that it will be for the benefit of the 
society to adopt the first of the above-mentioned two objects of 
the resolution, and to vest the management of and responsibility 
for the refreshment arrangements in the Council on behalf of 
the society, thus determining, so far as regards the managing 
body, that which is called the club.” And they further 
advised that ‘if the first recommendation should be adopted, 
a special committee, including some members not of the 
Council and some country members, should be appoiated by the 
Council to consider all the details involved and to bring up a 
scheme for the consideration of the Counci], and also to bring 
up the draft of the bye-laws which will be necessary for 
regulation of the refreshment department.” This report was 
adopted by the Council. There appeared, however, in the notices 
for the recent meeting a notice that ‘‘the Council not having 
adopted the foregoing resolution, it will be brought before the 
meeting hereby convened for confirmation or otherwise.”’ At 
the recent meeting, accordingly, the resolution was brought up 
for confirmation, and was rejected by a considerable majority. 
The meaning of the action of the Council would appear to be 
that the club is in substance to be continued, and is to be com- 





bined with other, arrangements for the supply of refreshments 
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to members of the society, but that the management of the club 
and other refreshment arrangements is to be vested in the Council. 
So long as a common room is provided for members of the society 
who are not members of the club, and light refreshments are 
provided therein, we do not greatly care whether the club 
continues in substance or not; but we shall await with interest 
the promised scheme for combining the club and common room 
under the management of the Council. 





THE First prosecutions for the sale of arsenical beer have 
taken place in the Manchester district, two publicans having 
been proceeded against uvder section 6 of the Food and Drugs 
Act, 1875, for selling an article of food “not of the nature, 
substance, and quality’ of the article demanded. There are 
two stipendiary magistrates in that district, and one of these cases 
came before one of these gentlemen and one before the other. 
The result was a difference of opinion on a most important 
point, and as each is to state a case, the matter will no 
doubt be thoroughly thrashed out in the High Court. 
In neither case was it alleged that the defendant had 
any kind of knowledge that the beer he sold was unwhole- 
some. It was argued, however, for the prosecution, that this 
makes no difference, as it is now well established by many 
decisions that mens rea need not be proved under section 
6. It is to be noticed, however, that in all the cases so decided 
some harmless thing was added to the article sold (as water to 
milk) in order to increase the bulk, and it is to this sort of 
adulteration that the section seems to point. The addition of 
anything noxious to an article of food is dealt with by section 
3, and a much heavier punishment is provided. But section 5 
provides that no person shall be liable to be convicted under 
section 3 if he proves to the satisfaction of the court before 
whom he is charged that he did not know, and could 
not with reasonable diligence have discovered, that the noxious 
thing had been added. There is no such saving provision with 
regard to the offence described in section 6. It seems, there- 
fore, that the intention of the Act is that adulteration which 
is injurious to health should be dealt with under section 3, and 
that the absence of guilty knowledge is a defence; but that 
adulteration which merely puts off on the buyer an article 
inferior to what he demands and not directly injurious to health 
should be dealt with under section 6, and absence of guilty 
knowledge is no defence. The defendants in the recent case 
took this view, avd being quite innocent in the matter, 
naturally felt aggrieved at being proceeded against under 
section 6 and not under section 3. There is certainly 
much to be said in favour of their contention, and 
of the opinion of one of the stipendiary magistrates that the 
Act does not intend that proceedings should be taken under 
section 6 for putting poison in food, and that to such a serious 
charge absence of knowledge should beadefence. On the other 
hand, this view leads to something very like an absurdity ; for 
it seems hardly reasonable that a man who sells food to which 
pure water has been added without his knowledge should be 
liable to punishment, whi'st if a poisonous substance is added 
under the same circumstances he is not liable. It isa great prin- 
ciple of law that a person cannot be punished criminally for an act 
unless the act was committed with a guilty mind. It has 
been found expedient for the protection of the public 
and the good of the greater number to make some 
exceptions to this rule. The admission of any exception to 
such a rule, however expedient, must be to some extent 
dangerous, and may lead to unexpected results. Thus, suppose 
it is an offence to sell beer containing arsenic, even without 
any knowledge that arsenic is in the beer, and suppose the 
person who buys and drinks the beer dies of the poison. Here 
Is a case of a person who comes by his death through the act of 
ancther, which act is a criminal act, Is the seller therefore 
guilty of manslaughter? The question is absurd, but the 
difficulty is obvious, The decision of the High Court in the 
Matter will he awaited with interest. Meanwhile, most people 


wil probably agree that the energies of the authorities would be 


AN INTERESTING point of highway law came before a Divisional 
Court (Bruce and Parimorg, JJ.) in Leigh-on-Sea Urban Dis- 
trict Council v. King, decided on the 20th inst. The respondent 
had objected (under section 7 of the Private Street Works Act, 
1892) to the proposals of the appellant council as to paving: 
and making good a certain road on the ground that it was a 
highway repairable by the inhabitants at large, and the justices 
had decided in favour of the objection. The evidence shewed 
that the road in question had been made in the year 1842 in 
substitution for an older road leading between the same 
points. There was no evidence that any of the formalities 
prescribed by the Highway Act, 1835, had been fulfilled with 
respect to the road. There was some slight evidence of repairs 
by the highway surveyor of the parish. Section 23 of the Act 
of 1835 (which relates to roads made by private persons) enacts 
that a road shall not become repairable by the inhabitants unless 
made to the satisfaction of the parish surveyor and of two 
justices, who are to grant a certificate to be enrolled at quarter 
sessions. Sections 84 to 92 relate to the stopping up and 
diversion of existing highways and provide for certain definite 
proceedings for this purpose being taken, culminating in 
an order of quarter sessions, The view has been adopted 
in several cases that where a road has been made since 
the Act of 1835 came into operation, there is no presump- 
tion that it has been adopted by the parish; compliance 
with the requiremenis of that Act must be proved in order 
to establish the liability of the inhabitants: see Roberts v. 
Hunt (15 Q. B. 17), Reg. v. Wilson (18 Q. B. 548), Reg. 
v. Dukinfield (4 B. & 8. 158). In the present case the 
court thought that there was no evidence to support the 
decision of the justices. The consequences of holding that the 
road was not repairable by the inhabitants would have been 
that it was not duly substituted for the previously existing road, 
which road would therefore have been an existing highway 
eubject to the public rights of passage, although these had not 
been exercised for nearly sixty years. From such a conclusion 
the court shrank: they thought that it was their duty in matters 
of ancient possession, or of the exercise of public rights, to 
presume in favour of long, open and continuous usage. On these 
grounds they upheld the decision of the justices, but in so doing 
they appear to have made a somewhat bold inroad upon the 
express enactments of the Highway Act, 1835, 





Tue FrarturEes of solicitors which unfortunately occurred 
during the past year have given rise to a large crop of cases 
connected with the trust estates of which they were trustees, 
Some of those svlicitors were trustees of a great number of 
trust estates, and their misappropriation of trust securities 
produced a confusion which takes a great deal of disentangle- 
ment. Few more difficult or important questions have arisen 
than that decided this week by a considered judgment of 
Wrieat, J., in Re Lake, Ex parte Dyer (reported elsewhere). 
It has, perhaps, been too hastily assumed, upon the principle 
laid down in Ex parte Taylor (1886, 18 Q. B. D. 127) 
and not questioned in Sharp v. Jackson (1899, A. ©. 419), 
that it is almost impossibie for a trustee, in replacing 
trust funds misappropriated by him, to commit a fraudulent 
preference of the trust. But the principle there laid down was 
merely that a trustee who replaces trust funds, not with a view 
to prefer his cestui que trust, but with a view to satisfy his own 
conscience, is not guilty of a fraudulent preference. In Sharp 
v. Jackson (supra) the case of Ex parte Taylor was carefully 
reviewed, and the House of Lords, while repudiating that part 
of the decision which laid it down that there could be no 
fraudulent preference because the trustee and cestui que 
trust did not stand in the relation of debtor and creditor, 
accepted the main principle above stated. In Re Lake Waicut, 
J., had to apply this principle to a different set of facts, 
and to consider the exact limit and scope of the principle. 
In Taylor's case it was found as a fact that the trustee’s motive 
was to satisfy his conscience as trustee; in Sharp v. Jackson it 
was in order to protect himself from penal consequences ; but in 
Lake's case the trustee acted, not from any particular sense of 





better employed in bringing the guilt home to those really 
responsible for the 
publicans. 


poisoned beer than jn worrying innocent 


duty or self-interest, but out of gratitude towards one set of 
many cestuis que trust, to all of whom he was largely indebted, 
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In such a case the judge held that there was a fraudulent 

erence of that trust estate. The decision is interesting and 
important in these days when so many people are struggling to 
recover something out of the wreck of their estates. There is a 
limit to the power of a trustee to replace trust funds of one 
estate at the expense of another—a power which is as often as 
not used by an unscrupulous man to benefit his own relatives 
at the expense of the trust funds of his other clients. It is 
often difficult to prove a preference. In Lake’s case the 
bankrupt had himself left a memorandum which clearly 
betrayed his true motive. 





A CORRESPONDENT, in a letter which we print elsewhere, 
raises a point of some importance with regard to the annual 
returns which should be made under section 26 of the Companies 
Act, 1862, in the case of companies which were registered near 
the end of last year. Under section 19 of the Act of 1900 the 
returns have to specify, in addition to the matters previously 
required, the total amount of debts, which either must be 

i under the Act, or which would have to be registered 
if they had been created since the 3lst of December last. 
Under section 26 the returns have to be made ‘‘ once, at least, 
im every year,” up to a date fourteen days after the ordinary 
general meeting. They have to be completed within seven days 
of that date, and forthwith forwarded to the registrar. Now 
it is clear that the holding of the ordinary general meeting for 
the year is treated in the section as a condition precedent to the 
fixing of the date up to which the returns have to be made. 
By “year” in this enactment is to be understood the period 
of time between the ist of January and the 3lst of December, 
and not a period depending on the date of registration of the 
company: Gibson v. Barton (L. R. 10 Q. B. 329). And 
the ca-e just referred to decided also that if a director or 
manager of a company is a party to the omission to hold the 
annual meeting, so that the returns cannot be made, he can be 
convicted under section 27 of wilfully authorizing or permitting 
the default in making the return. For the procedure of section 
26 to be carried out, however, it seems to be necessary 
that the interval between the registration of the company aud 
the 31st of December should be such as to reasonably permit of 
the holding of a general meeting, and since the statutory time 
for holding the first meeting was till the 31st of last December 
four months, it would seem that companies formed towards 
the close of the year 1900 were not bound to make any return 
for that year. It is true that in Edmonds y. Fuster (33 L. T. 
690), to which our correspondent refers, it was said that the 
section was imperative in respect of forwarding the returns once 
@ year, and directory only as to the day up to which the 
returns were to be made. But the remark appears to have been 
made for the purpose of shewing that a company could not evade 
its duty under the section by omitting to hold an annual meeting, 
and the case is hardly conclusive that the returns are necessarily to 
be made under section 26, althcugh in the ordinary course there 
has been no chance of holding a meeting. The case put by our 

ent is still stronger, for where a company is formed 
just before the 31st of December, it is practically impossible for 
the meeting to be held so as to enable returns made up to a date 
subsequent to the meeting to be forwarded to the registrar. 
With deference to his opinion, we should say that companies 

1 in December last are not liable to make any return 
for 1900, but that they will in due course make their returns 
for the present year at a date subsequent to the first annual 


meeting 


Mr. John B. Adams, writing to the Times, says that the lessons to be 
learned from the disclosures made on the Shee ial ane: **(1) That it is 
the duty of solicitors to pay over to their clients without delay all sums of 
money received for them, and not to keep the same and place them toa 
separate account with the eolicitor’s bankers. (2) That it is equally the 
duty of cliente, and especially trustee clients, to require their salsteane to 
psy over moneys received without me instead of keeping them and 

them to « separate account. In former times, when to have a 
® account was not an easy matter, there may have been some 
Feason and excuse for leaving money in the hands of solicitors, but now 
most people have, or can nave, « banking account, and, in any case, 








money can be with a bank at interest, eo that there is no reason, 
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PROMOTERS’ PROFITS. 


A pexcision of considerable importance with regard to the 
recovery by a company of — which have been made by a 
promoter has been given by Wricurt, J., in Re Lady Forrest 
(Murchison) Gold Mines (Limited) (ante, p. 222), and as the 
judgment was followed by a stay of execution pending an 
appeal, it is probable that the case will be heard of again. As 
in the Olympia case—Gluckstein v. Barnes (1900, A, C. 240)— 
there had been a purchase of property and a resale to a company 
without disclosure of the profit made by a promoter, but in the 
present case—herein differing from the earlier one—the fiduciary 
relation had not, in the view of Wricut, J., been established at 
the date of the original purchase, and hence the remedy of the 
company was by an action for rescission of the sale to it (if still 
possible), and not by proceedings for the recovery of the profit 
made by the promoter. 

The principle that, in order to impose on a promoter liability 
to account to the company for a secret profit which he has made 
on the resale to the company, he must have been already in a 
fiduciary position to the company at the time of the first 
purchase is to be found distinctly laid down in the judgment 
of Lord Carrns, C., in Erlanger v. New Sombrero Phosphate Co. 
(27 W. R. 65, 3 App. Cas., p. 1235). He pointed out that the 
promoters in that csse entered into the contract of purchase on 
behalf of themselves alone, and did not then occupy any 
fiduciary position whatever. The prevailing idea in their 
mind might have been to resell the property at an increase 
of price, and very possibly to promote or get up 4 
py to purchase it from them. But they were free 
to do with it as they wished, and the case sought to be 
made against them—that they were bound to accouut for the 
profit made on the resale as profit made by persons acting in a 
fiduciary position—failed. But though this particular remedy 
was not open to the company, yet there was another remedy 
arising out of the circumstance that the promoters in reselling 
the property to the company subsequently formed had failed 
to provide it with an independent directorate. The contract 
was, therefore, one which could be rescinded by the company, 
provided proceedings were taken for this purpose in due time. 

This distinction was the cause of a difference of opinion 
between Bowen, L.J., and the majority of the Court of Appeal 
(Corton and Fry, L.JJ.) in Re Cape Breton Co. (33 W. R. 788, 
29 Ch. D. 795). Im that case certain coal areas were in 
1871 purchased for £5,500 by six persons, of whom F' was one, 
and were vested in G. as a trustee for them without disclosing 
the trust. In 1873 a company was formed to purchase these 
coal areas and other property. F. was one of the directors, and 
as such he concurred in a purchase from G. for £12,000 in cash 
and £30,000 in fully-paid shares. '. did not disvlse that he 
was & part-owner. In 1875 the company was ordered to be 
wound up, and at a subsequent meeting of contributories, when 
the rival schemes of repudiating the purchase or of adopting it 
and reselling the property were discussed, it was resolved to 
resell, and this course was confirmed by the court. The 
property was sold, but at a heavy loss. It was held by the 
Court of Appeal, affirming the decision of Parson, J., that F. 
was not liable to account for the profit which he had made since 
he was not a trustee for the company when the property was 
first bought, and that the company, though they had at first the 
right to rescind the contract, had by the sale in the winding up 
put it out of their power to exercise the right. The company 
accordingly had no remedy. 

That Lord Bowen, with his less technical views of equity 
jurisprudence, should have dissented from this result is 
intelligible enough. Oorron, L.J., in the course o&his judgment, 

inted out that in all cases where a director or a trustee had 

een held liable to account for the increase of price upon a re- 
sale, he had been already in a fiduciary position at the time 
when he himself bought. And, apart from the authority of 
Lord Catans in Erlangor’s case, he regarded it as clear upon 
principle that to establish the liability to account the fiduciary 
relation must exist both at the time of the first purchase and of 
the resale. Similarly Fury, L.J., shewed that cases of 
recovery of secret — from an agent rested upon the existence 





of the agency oughout the whole transaction. Where 
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it was simply a question of the sale by an agent 
of his own property, the remedy of the principal was to 
repudiate the purchase, but if, on the other hand, he affirmed 
the purchase he affirmed it at the price fixed, and he could not 
at the same time claim an abatement from the price. The 
result of these judgments is that if A., when already promoting 
a company, buys property for £500 and sells it to the company 
for £1,000, the company may keep him to the bargain, and at 
the same time demand the return of his profit of £500. This is 
upon the ground that the first purchase was in effect on behalf 
of the company, and it is entitled therefore to have the property 
at the original price. If, however, A., before he has begun to 
promote the company buys the property for £500, and 
then promotes the company and sells to it for £1,000, the 
position is different. The company has no claim to take 
the property at £500, and, on the other hand, it is not bound 
to take its trustee’s property at the price of £1,000, which he 
himself has had a share in fixing. Its remedy, therefore, is to 
have the contract rescinded. 

But Bowen, L.J., objected that to make rescission the only 
remedy was to violate the principle that all profits made in a 
transaction by a trustee without the knowledge of his cestus que 
trusts belong in equity to them, and he held that the right to 
have these profits accounted for is quite independent of the 
right to rescind the contract. Here, in effect, it was said, 
you have a trustee who is utilizing his position to make 
a profit for bimself, and, whatever else may be done, that 
profit he cannot be allowed to retain. But even if this 
is the correct view of the matter, it seems to be clear that 
the amount for which the trustee is bound to account would 
not be the same in the two cases. In the first the trustee 
sells to the company that which in equity is already the property 
of the company, and he must hand it over at the price he gave for 
it. In the second he is selling to the company his own property, 
and if it has increased in value since he acquired it, this increase 
belongs to him. In other words, he could not be required to 
account for more than the excess of the price on the resale over 
the then market price, and the difficulty of ascertaining this in 
Re Cape Breton Co, was assigned by Corton, L.J., as a reason 
why the claim to make the trustee account could not be main- 
tained. There was no readily ascertainable sum for which he 
could be required to account. That such was the proper way of 
assessing the profit was admitted by Bowen, L.J., but the 
difficulty of making the assessment he held to be no reason for 
refusing relief. Fry, L.J., on the other hand, held that the 
ratification of the contract by the company was an adoption of 
a price fixed by the trustee and precluded any claim against 


_ But while it would seem from the judgment of Corron, L.J., 
in Re Cape Breton Co. that he would have been inclined to 
~make the promoter refund the excess of the sale price to the 
company over the then market value had this been ascertainable, 
yet in the subsequent case of Ladywell Mining Co. v. Brooks (35 
W. R. 786, 35 Ch. D, 400) this view was not pressed, and Re 
Cape Breton Co, was treated as an authority that under the 
circumstances supposed the relief against the promoter is by 
rescission, and by that only. The court consisted of Corron, 
Liyptxgy, and Lorzs, L.JJ., and the last two judges clearl 
made the right to account as against the promoter depen 
upon his having been in a fiduciary ition when he first 
sng the property. ‘These authorities were regarded by 
RIGHT, J., as covering the circumstances in Re Lady Forrest 
Gold Mines (supra), There a syndicate had acquired property 
with the idea apparently of resale to a future company, but no 
steps towards the formation of such a company appear to have 
been then taken. Subsequently the property was sold to a 
company which had the same directors as the syndicate without 
proper disclosure of the profit which Snmrrson, one of the 
directors of the company, was making. Proceediugs were taken 
to make him account to the company for this profit, but in the 
view of Wricurt, J., Simpson was nota promoter of the company, 
and not in a fiduciary position at the time of the original 
purchase, and hence he was not liable to account. The onl 
remedy was by rescission of the contract, if that was ati 
possible, 
It will be remembered that in the Olympia case the Honse of 





Lords took a very strong view of the duty of promoters to 
account for secret profits, but it was there held that the members 
of the purchasing syndicate had in fact already become pro- 
moters of the proposed company when they purchased the 
property, and the case, therefore, called for no consideration of 
Re Cape Breton Co. Upon this question of fact both the Court 
of Appeal and the House of Lords differed from Waicur, J., 
and it may be that he will be overruled again as to the date 
when the fiduciary relation began. If he is not, it will have to 
be determined whether the narrow view of the liability of a 
promoter taken by the majority of the Court of Appeal in Re 
Cape Breton Co., or the wider view of Lord Bowen is to prevail. 
Waricat, J., expressed his own concurrence with the latter view, 
but he felt bound to decide against it. The point—assuming 
the case is carried further—will be productive of a very 
interesting discussion. It does not seem to be affected by the 
provisions of the Companies Act, 1900. 








HOW TO DEAL WITH INTEREST IN PREPARING 
INCOME TAX RETURNS. 
I 


THE policy of the Income Tax Acts in respect of the assessment of 
income arising from interest is guided by the principle of not demand- 
ing payment both from the person paying and the person receiving 
interest, and this principle is carried into effect by making the assess- 
ment only on the person paying the interest, leaving him to recoup 
himself by a corresponding deduction from the amount which he 
pays. But the principle is not applied with complete uniformity, and 
the subject, as various recent cases shew, is attended with a good deal 
of difficulty. In the latest of these—London County Council v. 
Attorney-General (Times, 11th December, 1900)—the House of Lords 
has unanimously reversed the unanimous decisions of the Divisional 
Court and the Court of Appeal (48 W. R. 294; 1900, 1 Q. B. 192). 
In the present articles we propose to point out what is the practical 
effect of the relevant sections of the Income Tax Acts, includi 
section 24 (3) of the Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 1888, and 
the authorities. 
I.—INTEREST RECEIVED. 

1. Interest received must be returned as a separate item, and, being so 
returned, it will not be referred to again in calculating the balance of 
profits and gains for assessment under Schedule (D). 

As a rule interest so received will have been taxed at the source— 
i.e., income tax will have been deducted by the person payi 
so far as this is the case, it will not be taxed again. On the portion 
which has not been so taxed, income tax will be assessed, the sum for 
assessment being the amount actually received during the financial 
year, and not an amount calculated on a three a 

The rule above stated de chiefly on the fival of 
Schedule (D) in the Income Act, 1853. This schedule, which is 
subject to the rules contained in section 100 of the Act of 1842, so 
far us these are not inconsistent with the later Act, specifically charges 
with income tax (inter alia) the annual profits or gains arising from 
any profession or trade, and also ‘all interest of money, annuities, 
aud other annual profits and gains not charged by virtue of any of 
the other schedules.”” But with this provision must be read section 52 
of the Act of 1842, which directs that statements of profits and gains 
are to be “exclusive of the profits and gains accrued or accruing 
from interest of money, or of other annual payment arising oat 
of the property of any other person, for which such other 

ought to be charged by virtue of this Act.” The practical 
result of these enactments is that when a company—for the present 
point arises usually in the case of a company—receives interest from 
investments, although the investments are held for the pu of 
its business and the interest would in the ordiaary course leone 
into account in calculating the profits, for the purposes of 
income tax, the interest must be taxed independently as a separate 
source of income, 

It is possible, therefore, that the company may have to pa 

amount than their real profits. In Clerical, Medical, 
General Life Assurance Society v. Carter (37 W. R. 346, 22 Q. B. D. 
444), sees had an income of over ae investments, but 
after debiting expenses of mavagement an er outgoi 
was a net profit balance of only £74,250. They had veil thet tax 
the whole of the interest except £165 by deduction at the source, and 
it was held that they must pay on the £165 as well. It was 
out, however, in the Court of Appeal that the scheme of 
was to prevent people from in 
interest, and in the above case it 
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II.—INTEREST Par. 
2. A’ a general rule interest is not taxed in the hands both of the 


recipient and of the person who pays. 
The most natural way of preventing this would be to tax the 


interest in the hands of the recipient, and to sllow the person who 

ys to deduct the interest as an item of expense in estimating hi 
taxable profits: The policy of the Iucome Tsx Acts, however, where 
interest is payable out of profits, is to forbid its deductioa uuder 
the head of expenses, and to t»x the entire profits of the person who 
pays the interest. He is then allowed to reimburse himself in 
respect of the interest by deducting the tax on payment of the interest 
and by retaining for his own benefit the amount which he has so 
deducted. And the principle applies from whatever source the 
income is derived out of which the interest is paid. Thus if property 
worth £100 a year belonging to A. is subject to a mortgage in favour 
of B. the interest on which is £30, the real annual income is £70 to 
A. and £30 to B. and each sbou'd pay income tax on his respective 
sbare. But this is effected by making A. pay on the full £100 and 
allowing him to deduct the tax on the £30 from his payments to B. 
Similarly, if the profits of A.’s business, without allowing for interest 
on money borrowed from B., are £5,000, and the interest is £1,000, 
A. is assessed on the entire £5,000; but he can in general recoup him- 
self by deducting the tax from the £1,000, so that in the result he is 
taxed on £4,000 only. 

3. As a general rule interest on borrowed money cannot be deducted as 
an item of expense in arriving at the average balance of the ‘‘ profits or 

ins”’ of a business for assessment under Schedule (D). 

Under Schedule (D), case 1, rule 1, the ncome tax in respect of the 
annual profits or gwus arising from trade is to be computed on a 
three years’ average of ‘‘ the balance of the profits or gains’; and by 
section 159 of the Act for 1842 it is provided that, in computatiou of 
the duty, no deductions are tu be made except ‘‘such as are expressly 
enumerated in this Act,” nor is any deduction to be mide “o» 
account of any annual interest, annuity, or other annual payment 
to be paid to any person out of any profits or gains charge ble by this Act, 
in regard that a proportionate part of the duty so to be charged is 
allowed to be deducted on making such psyments.” 

This section is really a repetition of a part of rule 1 and of rule 4 
to Schedule (D), case 1. Rule 1 says that the duty is to be assessed 
‘without other deduction than is hereivafter allowed”; and rule 4 
ssys that in estimating profits and gains *‘no deduc’ion shull be 
made on account of any annual interest, or any avpuity or other 
annual payment payable out of such profits or gains.” With reference 
to the words qu:ted from rule 1, Lord HERScHELL pointed out in. 
Russell v. Town and County Bank (13 App. Cas., p. 425) that, properly 
speaking, there 1s nothing to which they are avplicabl-. ‘‘ Tae pro- 
visious of the Act do not expressly allow any deductions. What they 
do is to prohibit certain deductions with certain exceptions, and 
therefore it may, perhaps, in a sense be said that, having prohinited 
certain deductions with certain exceptions, the exvepted things are 
allowed.” Thus case 1, rule 3, expressly forbids (inter alia) 
deductions in respect of sums employed as capital or of interest 
on capital; but by implication it authorizes deductions (inter 
alia) for repairs to trade premises on a three years’ average, 
and for bad debts proved to be such; while rule 1 of the rules 
applying to cases 1 and 2 (trades and professions) by implics- 
faon authorizes the deduction of moneys exclusively expended 
for the purpose of the trade or profession. The only deduction 
expressly authorized seems to be that in respect of the depreciation 
of machinery or plant allowed by section 12 of the Customs and 
Inland Revenue Act, 1878. On the other hand the deduction of 
yearly interest is expressly forbidden wherever it is payable out of 
profits. Hence where a company has issued debentures, t»e debenture 
interest cannot be treated as an item of expeuse aud deducted in 
ascertaining the balance of profits: see Alexandria Water Co. v. 
Musgrave (infra). 

4, Where yearly interest is payable out of profits subject to income tax, 
then the tax is assessed on the entire profits without deduction of interest, 
and the person paying interest deducts the tax from the interest and 
retains it for his own benefit. 

We have just noticed the probibition in case 1, rule 4, against the 
deduction ot annual interest payable out of protits, and the ssme pro- 
hibition in section 159, with toe addition of the reason for it—nawely, 
that the duty can be deducted ou paywent of the interest. Both enact- 
ments alike must be taken in connection with section 102, which 
deals with the duty on ‘‘all annuities, yearly inter. st of money, or 
other avnual payments,” whether they s:¢ a charge on property or 
psyable only under contract ; and provides tost where these are“ puyable 
out of | or gains brought into charge by virtue of this Act,”’ no asess- 
ment is to be made on the recipient, but the entire profits and gains are 
to be assessed without distinguishing the anuus] psyment, and then 
the proportionate part of the tax can be deducted from the annual pay- 
ment. Under section 104 of the Act of 1853 a certiticate of the com- 
missioners was necessary before deduction of income tax could be 
made from interest payable out of prefite or gains chargeable under 





Sch+dule (D). But this requirement was dispensed with by section 40 
of the Act of 1853, which authorized every person lianle ro the pay- 
ment of rent or yearly interest of money, or any other annual payment, 
m making such payment to deduct aud retain tnereout the rate of 
juty then payable. The continued restrictiou of the enactment to 
yearly interest shouli be noticed. 
Interest payable to fore'gners.—Should it not be practicable to 
i«duct the tax from the interest by reason of the recipient not bein 
subject to the tex, yet the person paying the interest is still debarr 
from avoiding the tax by treating the iuterest as an item of expense. 
In Alexandria Water Co, v. Musgrave (11 Q. B. D, 174), au English 
vompany carrying on business in Alexandria, had raised money on 
debentures, and a part of the debentures were held by foreigners 
residing in Egypt. The profite of the company before payment of 
interest were £25,600. The interest payable to the foreigners was 
£7,695, and, sivce tnix had to be paid without dedu tion of income 
tax, the company claimed to set it off as an expense in reduction of 
the £25,600. R-liance was plsced upon rection 159 as shewi: g that 
such @ set off was only forbidden when the trader had 
a chance of recouping himself by deduction of the tax from 
interest. But the Court of Appeal adhered to the strict 
language of rule 4, which forbids any detuction of yearly interest 
pavable out of profits; and though exception was t«ken in Gresham 
Life Assurance Society v. Styles (41 W. R 270; 1892, A. C. 309) to 
the reason g in Alexandria Water Co. v. Musgrave, yet the result 
was treated as clearly right. The movey employed in the concern 
was, as Lord HERSCHELL poiuted ont, equally capital, whether 
raised by shares or debentures, and the profits were asverta:ned before 
any question arose of paying interest. Cousequestly the interest 
was payable out of profits and could not be deducted. I: is settled, 
therefore, that a trading company cannot deduct debanture interest 
in estimating its profits. It pays on the entire income, and then, 
when possible, recoups itself by deducting the tax frum the d«beurture 
interest. And the same reas»ing applies to all loans to trading 
companies on which yearly interest is psid/ The Government makes 
sure of getting the full income tax, whether it is in fact payable by 
the real recipients of the income or no. 
(To be continued. ) 
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CORRESPONDENCE, 
KING'S COUNSEL. 
[T'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—On p. 212 of your current issue you state that » K.C.’s licence 
to plead does nut now carryafee. This is only vorrect in part. There 
is not any fee to the Crown, but the K.C.’s clerk asks for hulf-a- 

inea as bis fee ons licence to plead. Last time this was demanded 
of me, the Secretary of the Bar Committee was kind enough to get 
me the opinion of the Attorney-General, Sir R. E. Webster, and he 
said that the clerk was right. 

It seems to me that as the Crown fee has been abolished, the new 
reign might fitly see the abolition of the fee to the clerk, who does 
n thing to get the licence, as it 1s obtained by the*solicitor for the 
def- ndaut. E. T. HARGRAVES. 

3, Abchurch-lane, London, E.O., Jan. 28. 

[Our remark of course related to the fee to the Crown.—Ep., S.J. ] 





THE EFFECT OF SECTION 19 OF THE NEW COMPANIES ACT 
ON SECTION 26 OF THE COMPANIES ACT, 1862. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 
Sir,—Under section 26 of the Act of 1862 an annual summary of 
the members must, as you are aware, be forwarded to the registrar 
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in each year of the company’s existence. According to the words of 
the section the summary should be made up to a date fourteen days 
after the usual annual mecting, but if a company is registered too 
late in the year to hold a meeting and comply strictly with the 
section, it would appear from Gibson v. Barton(L. R 10 Q. B. 329) 
that the comp»ny need send up no annual summary during that year. 
In the later case of Edmunds v. Foster (33 L. T. R. 690) 1t was held, 
however, that the reference to a meeting was “‘ directory” only, and 
that, whether a meeting was held or not, the annual summary shewing 
the membership on or prior to the 3lst of December must be sent 
up in each year of the company’s existence (meaning by “‘a year” 
the period from the Ist of January to the 31st of December). 

As regards compavies incorporated on, say, the 20th of December 
last, should a summary be made up to the 3lst of December? The 
point raises questions of some importavce owing to the fact that 
under section 19 of the new Act the summary must in future contain a 
reference to the debenture debt. Many com:anies were no doubt 
incorp ‘rated within the !ast few days of December and on or before 
the 3lst of December issued debentures. If the prescribed 
summary is to be made up to the 3lst of December last, 
this summ»ry would, of course, exclude all reference to the 
debenture debt, as the new Act was not then in operation. 
If the summary should be made up to a date subsequent to 
the 3lst of December, in order to comply with the literal terms of 
section 26 of the old Act, such a summary would, of course, include 
the debe: ture debt. I shall be glad to kaow what is the practice 
adopted by your readers. I do not see the point referred toin the very 
serviceable list of articles which you have published on the new Act, 
and if you think it sufficiently important, perhaps you will notice 
the matter in your columns. My own opivion is that the summary 
should be made up to the 31st of December, and the debentures 
existing on that date ignored, thus complying with the decision in 
Edmunds v. Foster. SUBSCRIBER. 


[See observations under ‘‘ Current Topics.”—Eb. S.J,] 





THE MORAL OF THE LAKE CASE, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,— Your article on the recent Luke trial comments with excel- 
lent judgment aud taste on the merits of the case, the justice of the 
rentence, and so forth. But when_the writer comes to apply the 
facts and to draw a moral from them for the good of the whole pro- 
fession, I venture to think that his remarks do not sufficiently cover 
the ground, 

Here is an old-established business which for several generations 
has been in a prosperous condition, doubtless producing profits upon 
which the predecessorsof Benjamin Lake, bis cousin, and Mr, Beaumont 
built up fortunes and Jived in affluence. To what is to be attributed 
the desulating change? Now, in addition to foolish speculations and 
recourse to client’s woneys to make unexpected lcsses good, is it not 
the fact that in this, and hundreds of other instances, ruin or decayed 
prosperity has been brought about by flagrant neglect of elementary 
rules of thrift and good mansgement ? While individual principals, 
here and there, bave been willing to pursue the old paths cf legiti- 
ma'e and proper professional work, others have gove into speculations 
like those of the ‘‘ Kent Coal Co.” and the “ Lightning Express,” 
fors oth! of which we have heard so much during the recent trial. 
In the attractions of new and exciting business—detaching the 
beads of the firm from humdrum work at home, office management 
bas often been Jeft to teke care of itself, and has ceased to exist. 
Many good businesses in this way have become “ overstaffed” or 
inefficiently staff-d, while the “drawings” of the principals, in 
these days of social ex'ravagance and display, have grown in voracity. 
Meanwhile, by legislative changes affecting scales of costs in litigious 
matters, professional remuneration has been so seriously curtailed as 
to necessitate, imperativeiy, the nusbanding of *‘ office expenses,” and 
a more fwithful a'tention to office managrment, as the sole condition 
on which a profit could be made. Iv proof of this statement it is 
only necesrary to look at the receut experiences of what were once 
known as most flourishivg ‘‘ agency ’”’ houres. 

Through laxity »n the resp-c's above indicated, what has happened 
in many insta:ces has been this: The so-catled *‘ capital,” by which 
the bus:ness should be fed and worked, has been slowly but surely 
depleted until it has disappeared. The ‘ shrinkage” has been over- 
looked, as in the Lake case, by an utterly felse confidence, and by a 
reckless use of clients’ money for general p All this time 
the heads of the firm have been so engaged with “big” professional 
transactions, that no time could be found for what is commercially 
known as ‘‘stockteking.” This last cause alone, has, I believe, 


been a fertile source of disaster to solicitors at large, and the pro- 

fession would consult its welfare by setting 1ts house thoroughly 

in order ; »nd especially in bestowing (as any wise merchant would 

pl, more scrupulous care on management, economy, and services 
r. ie 





Amongst public servants, like myself, who have much to do with 
solicitors, the incapacity of the profession in relation to the manage- 
ment of its own business bas p»ssed almost into a proverb, since the 
days when a worthy taxing-master is said to have replied to an in- 
efficient exponent of what was meant by ‘costs on the lower scale,” 
‘* It seems we are to have clerks on the lower scale.” 

How true is it that the heads of the profession in high places 
meekly submit to harassiug reductions of fees in the High Court 
which reduce profits to a vanisbing point without remonstrance and 
without protest, while, in firms of unblemished reputation, equally 
with those whose names have recently figured disgracefully before 
the public, the usual course has been for intervals of several years to 
elapse wherein managers and clerks alike, without exc-ption for a 
single day, have carefully omitted to put pen to paper 
in recording “entries” out of which alone, by the most skilful 
and practised hands, could bills of costs be adequately 
drawn. There is a delusive idea amongst solicitors that a 
“lump sum” system of charging, on the one hand, or the 
prepration of costs from the papers by an ‘‘expert” (whose 
services are usualiy costly in an inverse ratio to his efficiency), 
obviates any risk in this respect; but every one who has seen the 
inside working of a sclicitor’s office, or has the “‘ root of the matter” 
in him on the rather abstruse subject of costs, will know better. 

I may add that in the case of one of the firms which has 
been overtaken by disaster, I was struck, mavy years ago, 
with the extraordinarily cumbrous system on which the bills 
were dealt with, both in composition, in being subdivided 
in a manner which defied all rules of anatomy, for merely 
useless avd artificial purposes; and finally, in being posted with 
@ ridiculous amount of petty deta] into vast tomes known as 
‘* Bill Ledgers.” Being in a position to do so, I severely criticized 
the methods adopted, and submitted a plan for a practical and 
economical reform. But the alteration was inadmissible. The 
solicitors in question were wedded to the old plan from long usage. 
Bere, let it be observed, solicitors, of all classes of professional men 
are the most obstinately conservative, even to their own detriment. In 
the case in point, I have no hesitation in recording my conviction 
that this rigid adherence to antiquated and ridicalous methods, 
involving, as they certainly did, the employment of a large staff, 
must have caused, during the whole duration of the firm’s practice, a 
dead-weight of loss and waste in the way of working expenses which 
was so much ‘‘ leakage” of profits. 

It will be observed that I write in no unfriendly spirit towards 
solicitors, my desire being to help in bringing about such salutary 
reforms as they may themselves easily effect, and on which depend 
largely their own prosperity. An OFFICIAL. 
Royal Courts of Justice, W.C., Jan. 29. 
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GREAT NORTHERN RAILWAY CO. v. COMMISSIONERS OF INLAND 
REVENUE. No.1. 28th Jan. 


Intanp Revenve—Stame Dury—Sae or Rieut not Barone ix Existence 
Srcurep sy Bonp or oTrugsr Instrument—Rieut tro Stop WorkING or 
Mingerats uNpER Ramway—Sramp Act, 1891 (54 & 55 Vicr. c. 39), 
s. 60—Rattways Cravses Consotmpation Act, 1845 (8 & 9 Vicr. c. 

), 8. 78. 


Tbis was an appeal from the judgment of a Divisional Court (Darling 
and Phillimore, JJ.), om a case stated by the Commissioners of Inland 
Revenue under section 13 of the Stamp Act, 1891 (rep rred 48 W. R. 130; 
1899, 2 Q. B. 652). On the 10th of December, 1898, the Great Northern 
Railway Co, under section 12 of the Stamp Act, presented an instru- 
ment to the Commissioners of Inland Revenue for the expression of 
their opinion as to the stamp duty with which it was chargeable. 
The iostrument was execut un the following circumstances: 
The Middleton Estate and Colliery Oo. (Limited) were the owners of 
certain coal and the lessees of certain other coal lying under land 
situate m the borough of Leeds and partly under a branch line of the 
Great Northern Railway. The railway com served a notice on the 
colliery company, under section 78 of the ways Clauses Consolidation 
Act, 1845, requiring them to leave certain of the said coal unworked 
for the protection of the railway company, and —o the railway 
company were willing to make compensation therefor. e@ rail com- 
pany and the colliery company not agreeing as to the amount of this com- 
pensation, the matter was referred to arbitration in uance of the 
Act The arbitrator fixed the compensation at £1,099. The colliery 
company, having received from the railway rang orf the sum of 
£1,099, executed the instrument in question under their common seal. 
The instrument was as follows: ‘‘ We, the Middleton Estate and Colliery 
Co. (Limited), having our registered office at Middleton, in the parish of 
Rothwell and county of York, the ‘owners in fee simple free from 





incumbrances of the coal hereinafter described, except the ion thereof 
com in the lease hereinafter referred to, of which we were at 
the date of the notice hereinafter referred to the lessees, hereby acknow- 
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ledge to have received from the Great Northern Railway Co. (hereinafter 
called “‘ the railway company’’), with the consent of Marshall Nicholson 
the lessor under the same lease, testified by his signature at the 
foot hereof, the sum of £1,099, being the compensation pavab'e 
to us under the award of Maurice Deacon, dated the 7th of June, 
1898, for the whole of the Middleton Little seam of coal under all 
that piece or parcel of land situate in the borough of Leeds, and 
under the Hunslet branch of the railway company, containing by ad- 
measurement three acres or thereabouts . . . which said coal was 
required to be left unworked by a notice dated the 16th of July, 1897, 
under the hand of William Latta, the secretary of the railway company, 
and addressed to us, the leasehold portion whereof was demised to us for 
the term of ten years from the Ist of July, 1883, under an indenture of 
lease dated the 22nd of February, 1889, avd made between Marshall 
Nicholson of the one part, and us, the Middleton Estate and Colliery 
Co. (Limited), of the other part. And in consideration of the said 
payment of £1,099, we hereby undertake and agree to leave 
entirely unworked the whole of the said coal except such part 
thereof as may be necessary for the purpose of driving through the 
said coal three headways or roads of such a height and widih 
as are usual in working the Middleton Little seam of coal for the purpose 
of working any other coal belonging to us, and further undertake at the 
cost of the railway company to do and execute, or procure to be done and 
executed, all deeds, matters, and things necessary for vesting the same in 
the vailway company whenever thereunto by them required. And we 
further acknowledge and declare that the said sum includes satisfaction 
and compensation for all claims which but for these presents we might 
have maintained, either under the provisions of any statute, or at 
law or in equity, against the railway company in respect of the said 
coal. Datea this 6th day of December, 1898.’’ The Oommissioners 
of Inland Revenue being of opinion that the instrument in question 
constituted a renunciation of a right or interest in property, assessed 
ad valorem conveyance on sale duty thereon at the rate of 5s. for 
every £50 upon the sum of £1,099. The schedule to the Stamp Act 
contains the following: ‘‘ Release or renunciation of any property, or of 
avy right or interest in any property—upon a sale (see Vonveyance on 
Sale) ; by way of security (see Mortgage, &c.); in any other case, 10s.” 
The Divisional Court held that the instrument was not a release or 
renunciation of property or of any right or interest in property upon a 
sale, and was therefore not chargeable with ad valorem duty, but that 
it was a release of an interest in property and should bear a 10s. stamp. 
The Crown appealed. 

Tue Court (A. L. Surrx, M.R., and Corus and Srietine, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

A. L. Surrn, M.BR., said that on the argument before this court it had 
been admitted that the question was whether the instrument was covered 
by section 60 of the Stamp Act, and thereby made liable to an ad valorem 
stamp duty, and that depended on the true eonstruction of section 60. 
The section enacted that ‘‘ Where upon the sale of any annuity or other 
right not before in existence such annuity or other right is not created by 
actual grant or conveyance, but is only secured by bond, warrant of 
attorney, covenant, contract, or otherwiee, the bond or other instrument 
- . . is to be charged with the same duty as an actual grant or con- 
veyance, and is for the purposes of this Act te be deemed an instrument 
of conveyance on sale.’”” It would be seen that to come within the section 
there must be a right not before in existence, and there must be 
a sale of such right which is secured by bond, contract, or otherwise. 
When did the statutory right with which they had to deal in the present 
case come into existence? In his opinion the right of the railway com- 
pany to stop the further working of the minerals and the right of the 
mineral owner to be paid for his minerals came iato existence when the 
mineral owner had worked up so near to the railway that, in the opinion 
of the railway company, further working might do damage to that com- 

y, and when notices under section 78 of the Railways Clauses Act had 
given. That was to say, the right came into existence before the 
date of the document sought to be charged with stamp duty. The 
requisites of section 60 were therefore not satisfied, and in his opinion the 
appeal must be dismi sed. 

Cottiss and Srinimc, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsex, Sir Robert Finlay, 
A.G., and Danckwerts, K.C.; C. A. Russell, K.C, and Stamford Hutton. 
Souicrrons, The Solicitor of Inland Revenue; R. Hill Dawe. 


[Reported by F. G, Rucxen, Barrister-at-Law, } 


METROPOLITAN RAILWAY CO. ». GREAT WESTERN RAILWAY CO. 
No. 2, 25th Jan. 


Easement—Ricut oy Way—“‘ Ix Furvno’’—Unpervinev—No User. 


This was an appeal by the Great Western Railway Co. against a decision 
of Kekewich,J. The action was brought by the Metropolitan Hailway Co. 
the Great Western Railway Co. and Corpuration of Lendon 
clsiming a declaration that the plaintiffs were entitled to a right of way 
or passage from the circular road leading from the Metropolitan Meat 
Market, emithfield, through and over the land «nd premises demised by 
the corporstion to the Great Western Railway Co. to the plaintiffs’ laud 
and premises, and that the defendants should define a convenient way, or 
in the alternative that the plaintiffs should be enti'led to make such a road 
or way by the shortest route. The circumstances under which the claim arose 
were as follows: By the Metropolitan Meat and Poultry Market Act, 1860, 
the Aa mee of the City of were authorized to purchase lauds 
in for the improvement of Smithfield Market and to appropriate 
the ground underneatn the market piace for the purpose of # railway 
sation with lifte communiceting with the market place, und to enter iuto 
any contract with any railway company for the erection of such station, 





and tor the lease of the same upon such terms as might be agreed upon, 
provided always that tne station shou'd not be used as a pas-enger station 
except in counectiun with the market and for market purposes. By the 
M-tropolitan Railway Act, 1861, the Metropolitan Railway Oo. were 
empowered to make a railway terminating beneath the market place, and 
certain powers were conferred on the Metropolitan Railway Uo., 
the Great Western Railway Oo., and the Great Northern Railway 
Co. to enter into agreements with the corporation as to the 
user of the under-surface of the market place. In pursuance 
of the powers under the above-mentioned Acts the corporation 
entered into an agreement dated the 22nd of July, 1862, with the Great 
Western and Metropolitan Railway Companies for the construction of a 
goods station beneath the market place, and it was thereby provided that 
after the completion of the works the corporation would grant a lease of 
the under-surface to the two companies for a term of 100 years at £2,000 a 
year. by arravgement between the two companies, the southern part was 
used by the Great Western Railway Co. and the northern part by the Metro- 
politan Railway Oo. The construction of the goods station was duly 
completed, but the northern part was never used by the Metropolitan 
Railway Co. as a goods station On the completion of the works the two 
companies became entitled to a lease, but it was found more convenient 
that instead of one lease, a lease of the southern part should be granted 
to the Great Western Railway Co. and a lease of the northern part to the 
Metropolitan Railway Co. Both leases were dated the lst of August, 1878, 
that to the Metropolitan Railway Oo. being executed first. By it the 
corporation, with the privity of the Great Western Railway Oo., demised 
to the Metropolitan Railway Uo. the northern part together with a right of 
way during the term over the land intended to be demised by the corpora- 
tion to the Great Western Railway Co., and in particular througa the 
circular road above-mentioned for a term of 100 years. By another deed 
of the same date the corporation granted to the Great Western Railway 
Oo. a lease of the southern part for the same term. The plaintiffs had 
not asserted the right claimed until recently. The Great Western Rail- 
way Oo. had, before the lease was granted, built a platform and 
constructed sidings on the land through which the way claimed would 
come, and they alleged thet the plaintiffs had abandoned the right. 
Kekewich, J., held that the right of way was still valid, and must be 
defined by the defendant company, and, failing them, by the plaintiffs. 
The Great Western Kailway Co. now appealed, and contended that, 
inasmuch as the lease to the plaintiffs contained a covenant by them 
only to use the land as a goods station, and the plaintiffs had not yet 
used it for that purpose, the right of way had not yet come into operation. 

Tue Court (Riesy, Vaucuan Wiuiams, and Srimunc, L.JJ.) allowed 
the appeal. They held that the claim of the Metropolitan Railway Oo. to 
the right of way could not be asserted unless and until they used the 
demised premises as a goods station in accordance with the provisions of 
the Metropolitan Meat and Poultry Market Act, 1860. The right wasa 
right in futuro. The claim made by the plaintiffs in the action was per- 
fectly unrestricted, and could not be maintained. The appeal would 
therefore be allowed, and the action would be dismissed with costs.— 
CounsgL, Cripps, K.C., Neville, K.C., and John Henderson ; Warrington, 
K.C., and 4. Adams ; Renshaw, K.O., and Peck. Soutcrrors, A. C. Elis ; 
R. R. Nelson; H. H. Crawford. 

(Reported by 8. E, Wit114ms, Barrister-at-Law. } 


BARRY v. BARRY. No.2. 17th Jan. 


Paractice—Pstition ror Drivornce—Prrition ror ALIMoNY—SEPABATION 
AGREEMENT—MAINTENANCE AND Epvucartion or CHILDREN—MATRIMONIAL 
Causes Act, 1857 (20 & 21 Vicr. c. 85), 8, 35—MarrimoniaL Causes Act, 
1859 (22 & 23 Vicr. c. 61), s. 4. 


This was an appeal from an order of Jeune, P. In July, 1900, the plain- 
tiff Mrs. Barry filed a petition for the dissolution of her marriage with the 
defendant. In Uctober she filed a petition for an allowance by way of 
alimony pendente ite, and for the muintenance and education of the childrenof 
the marriage In answer to the alimony petition, the husband made an 
affidavit in which he alleged that in March, 1900, an agreement for 
separation had been entered into between himself und his wife, by which 
he bad agreed to pay her an allowance of £6U0 a year for her to maintain 
her-elf and maintain and educate her children. And he submitted that it 
was neither just nor equitable that she should receive any sum by way of 
alimony, or for the maintenance and education of the children, beyond 
what was provided by that agreement. By his subsequent answer to the 
divorce petition, he submitted that the wife was estopped by the separation 
agreement from seeking either a divorce or a sepura ion on the grounds 
alleged by her. The wife denied that she hed executed the alleged 
agreement. Sne issued a summons for a further aad better answer by 
the husband to tre alimony petition, and she issued another summons to 
strike out so much of the answer to the divorce petition as al.eged that 
the separatiou agreement estopped her from proceeding on the divorce 
petition. Un the hearing of the summonses, Jeune,P., ordered that (1) 
the question of the exisience of the alleged separation agreement, and 
(2) the question whether by reason of that ayreewent (if any) the wife was 
not eutitled toany relief on her petition, should be tried before the other 
questions m the suit. The wite appealed. 

‘ux Count (Kiony and srruiina, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Riosy, L.J., seid that notwith-taudivg an alleged practice of the Probate 
and Divorce Division not to consider upon an application for alimony 
pendente hte the question of the husband’s means when the parties had 
previously en'ered into an sgreement, the separation agreement (assuming 
ite existence) would not oust the jurisdiction of the court under section 35 
of the Act of 1857 and seciton 4 of the Act of 1859 to make provision 
pendente lite tor the maintenance and education of the children. The 








ee: Se i ee ee: | 


Feb. 2, 1901. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


____[Vol. 45.] 239 








husband must, therefore, make a disclosure of his mesns and then the 
alimony petition would proceed m the ordinary way before the President. 
And that the issues of the existence of the agr-ement and whether if it 
existed it was a bar to the divorce petition should be tried together with 
the trial of that petition by tne President. —Oounset, Beddall and 
Grazebrook; Sir E. Clarke, Q.C., Bargrave Deane, Q.0., and Priestley. 
Soxicrrors, Booth § Smee; Harcourt, Sons, § Rolt. 
[Reported by J, I. Stinuixe, Barrister-at-Law.} 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
BATH y. BATH, Kekewich, J. 17th Jan. 


Funp in Court—Payment Ovr to Wrone Partirzrs—No Sror Orper— 
Luasiuity oF PaymasTER-GENERAL—COxHANcERY (Funps) Act, 1872 (35 
& 36 Vicr. c. 44), s. 5. 

By an agreement dated the 20th of April, 1893, made between J. S. Bath, 
who bad been adjudicated a bankrupt in 1891, and the Creditors’ Assets 
Co (Limited), it was agreed that in the event of the court 
confirming a scheme of arrangement of J.S. Bath’s affaire, set out in the 
first schedule tnereto and as soon as the property of J. 8S. Bath ret forth 
in the second schedule thereto should have been duly vested in the 
company by «n order of the court the company should manage and dispose 
of the property as de-cribed in the second schedule thereto in the manner 
therein set out. The first schedule provided that upon payment into 
court by the company of a sum sufficient to pay all J. S. Bath’s debts in 
full, together with costs, charges, and expenses an order of the court should 
be made, vesting ‘‘all” J.S. Bath’s property in the company. By an 
order of the court of the 11th of July, 1893, this scheme was approved, and 
it was ordered that the adjudication of bankruptcy made against J. S. Bath 
should be annulled, and that “‘all the property”’ of J.S. Bath should 
thenceforth become vested in the company. At the date of this order 
there was a fund in court, the proceeds of ds of J. 8S. Bath taken by a 
railway company under the Lands Clauses Conrolidation Act, 1845, to 
which J. S. Bath had become absolutely entitled in 1879. ‘Lhe existence 
of this fund was unknown to any of the parties to the scheme of arrange- 
ment or their solicitors when that scheme was carried into effect, and it 
was not included in the list of J. 8. Buth’s property set out in the second 
schedule to the agreement of the 20th of April, 1893. In 1895 J. S. Bath 
was informed of the existence of this fund in court, and upon application by 
him, supported by affidavits stating that he was absolutely entitled thereto, 
and that he had not incumbered it, on the 29th of February, 1896, obtained 
an order for puyment out of the fund to him, which was accordingly so 
paid out. The company having ascertained that this fund had been paid 
out, now brought this petition asking that the order for payment out might 
be discharged, and that the Paymaster-General and the Treasury Commis- 
sioners might be ordered to replace the fund paid out, and for such order 
respecting J. 8. Bath and his solicitor (who had acted for J. S. Bath both 
in the macter of the scheme of arrangement and in the obtaining of the 


order for payment out) as the court should think just. The company, the 
petitioners, had never obtained any stop order on the fund in court, but 


they alleged that the Paymaster-General ought to replace the fund in 
court on the ground that he was ‘‘ guilty of default’ under section 5 of 
the Chancery (Funds) Act, 1872 (35 & 36 Vict. c. 44), with respect to the 
payment out. 

<EWICH, J., said that anything which J. 8. Bath possessed when he 
was adjudicated a bankrupt became vested in the company under the 


P 
agreement of the 20th of April, 1893, and the vesting order of the 11th of | trust 


July, 1893, and that consequently the fund in court, although properly 
ordered to be paid out upon the facts then before the court, ought not to 
have been paid out. Upon the question of the liability of the Paymaster- 
General to replace the fund in c: urt counsel cited an unreported case of Jones 
v. Jones befure Cairns, L.J., in 1879. ‘Lhere, upon petition of a person entitled 
toa fund im court, which had, owing to a mistake, been paid out to wrong 
parties, praying that the court would certify that the Paymas er-General had 
been ** guilty of detault’’ under section 5 of the Cnancery (Funds) Act, 
1872, iu allowing such payment out; the Lord Uhancellor held that as the 
peitioner haa never obtained any stop order on the fund in court he could 
not complain of any default as against him on the part of the Paymaster- 
General. Un the authority of this case Kekewich, J., dismissed the 

tition with costs as against the Poymaster-General and the Treasury 

mmissiuners, His lord-hip then declared that the fund paid out 
belovged to the company but that they must account for it under the 
agreement of the 20th ot April, 1893, and that J. S. Bath and his solicitor 
Were euch liable 10 pay to the company the amount of the fund paid out 
With mierest at 4 per cent. from the date of payment out.—CounskgL, 
Renshaw, QO., aud Pollard; Sw R. Finlay, A.G., and R. J. Parker ; 
Warrington Q.U., and Muw Mackenzie; P. O. Lawrence, Q,C., Micklem, 
QC, and Harman. Soricrrons, Ranger, Burton, § Frost ; Solicitors to the 
Treasury ; Payne, Shaw, Mackensie, ¢ Lake ; Armitage $ Strouts. 


[Reported by OC. C. Hunsiey, Barrister-at-Law.] 


EVANS v. MITCHELLS & BULLER (LIM.). Byrne, J. 2lst Jan. 


Company—Issuz ory Futty-rarp SHARES — DecnaraTIon oF HALF-YEARLY 
Divipenp A Monta Arrzr Issus oy SHARBS — SHARBHOLDER EnriTLEp 
To Fut, Divipenp—ArrortionMEent Act, 1870, Dors Nor Arp vy. 


Adjourned summons. A vendor sold his business to a company for 
£62,500. Uf this, m pursuance of the contract for eale, the vendor was to 
Tece:ve in Jieu of cash £31,800 in 700 ordinary shares of £5 each at the 
price of £24 per share, i.e, £19 premium, and £1,000 in 6 per cent. 
preference shares of £10 each at £15 per ehare, i.¢, £5 premium. 





The purchass was to be and was completed early in December, 
1899, and the shares were duly allotted to tne vendor. Im January, 
1900, the defendant company declared an interim dividend of 8 per 
cent. on the ordinary shares of the company, and 6 per cent. on the 
reference shares for the half-year ending the 3lst of Uecember, 1899. 
he company, however, declined to pay on the shares allotted to the 
vendor more than a sum proportionate to the period within the six months 
during which the shares had been issued. By clause 114 of the articles 
of association of the company it was declared that, ‘“‘ subject 
to the rights of the members entitled to shares issued upon special 
conditions, the profits of the compa y shall be divirible among tne members 
in proportion to the amount paid up on the shares held by them re- 
spectively. Provided, nevertheless, toat where capital is paid up in 
advance of calis upon the footing that the same shall carry interest, 
euch capital shall not while carrying interest confer a right to 
participation in the profits.” A member was defined to be a member 
in accordance with section 23 of the Companies Act, 1862. The 
plaintiffs relied upon clause 114 of the company’s articles of 
and on the cases Black v. Homersham (4 Kx. D. 24), Oakbank Oil Co. v. 
Crum (8 App. Cas. 65), Buckley on Companies, p. 551 ; Companies Clauses 
Act, s. 120. Un behalf of the defendant company it was contended 
that the case came within sections 2 and 5 of the Apportionment 
Act, 1870, and that imasmuch as the shares held by tne vendor 
pursuant to the contract for sale hal only been issued during 
a fraction of the six months in respect of which the dividend had been 
declared, the holder of the shares couid only be entitied to a proportionate 
fractional part of the dividend declared. It was further argued that the 
intention of the parties to the contract, for sale should be l,oked at, from 
which it was clear that the vendor was not entitled on the day of com- 
pletion to more than the sums mentioned in the contract, and that to give 
to the vendor the whole dividend declared for tne entire six months 
would be to give him more than he was entitled to—i.¢., interest ona 
portion of his purchase-money for a period prior to the day fixed for 
completion. 

Jan. 21.—Byrnz, J., in this case payment of dividend is governed by 
clause 114 of the company’s articles of association. The dividend when 
declared was divirible in accordance with the articles of association 
amongst all the then sharehold:rs. The plaintiff was then a shareholder. 
There is neither authority nor reason for saying that the dividend ought 
to be apportioned, nor is there anything in the contract for sale which 
affects the question. Judgment for the plaintiff with costs.—Uounssz., 
Levett, QO, and Tanner ; Rowden, Q.C., and Hewitt. Soxicrrorns, Letts 
Brothers, for R. Davenport, Birmingham ; Crowders, Vizard, ¢ Oldham, for 
A. A. Caddick, Birmingham. 

[Reported by R. Lzicu Raussoruau, Barrister-at-Law. j 


THE NEW YORK SECURITY AND TRUST CO. v. KEYSER & CO. 
Cozens-Hardy, J. lltn, 12th, and 21st Jan. 


Private InrernationaL Law—Lunatic—Eneuss Domicim —ComMirres 
APPOINTED BY Foreign Cournt—Pegrsonat Estarzs ix ENGLAND —Ricar 
to Recover—Next Faienp. 


The facts, as taken from his lordship’s considered j 
follows: Mrs. Samuels, the widow of Mr. Robert Sam 
a sum of cash in court to the credit of 
cash representing dividends in the 
settlement, and or her father-in-law’s will 
during the remainder of her life to the 


it was assumed that her domicil became 

English. She was now a person of unsound : 
husband’s death confined m a private lunatic asylum in 
November, 1899, when she was removed by her family to 

State of Now York, where she was still remaining. By 
Supreme Oourt of the Siate of New York she was 
invompetent to manage herself or her affairs, and the plam 
company were appomted commitiees of her and 

and by a subsequent order they were auth and directed 
take proceedings iu this country to recover and obtain payment of the 
moneys and property above reierred to. A to tue law of New 
Y- rk the property of a junatic does not vest in the committees, but they 
have a righ to receive and give good discharges for it. It was admitted 
that the income of tne above pro was more than was required tor the 
maintenance of the lunatic im the asylum. In these circumstances the 
action was brought by the committees and Mrs. Samueis, ‘‘a person of 
unsound mind, by A. T. Tallent, her next friend,’’ as cu-plaintiffs against 
tne trustees. 

Cozens-Harpy, J. (continuing), said: Now, if the lady had been 
domiciled in New York, the decision of the Court of Appeal i 
Didisheim v. London and Westminster Bank (1900, 2 Ch. 15) woud have 
been a direct authority. But at p. 51 Lindley, L.J., says: ** It, as in Re 
Garnier (L. R. 13 Eq. 532), the lunatic were an lishman temporarily 
abruad and co as a lnnatic abroad, we should feel considerable 
difficulty in holding that the courts of 
recognize the tiule of a 

t thus left open now ar for my d 
a next friend as proviced , x-. 1 
vision. 
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proceed: see Light v. Light (25 Beav. 248), Beall v. Smith (9 Oh. App. 85), 
Jones v. Lloyd (18 Eq. 265), Porter v. Porter (37 Oh. D 420). I cannot 
regard the ation as tor all purposes the same as 1t would be if Mrs. 
Samuels were of sound mind and sui:g in her own right. But the 
lady joins a: co-pliintiffs persons who are competent to rece:ve and 
give a good disvuharge for her money, and she asks that payment 
may be mide, not to Mr. Tallent, ner next friend, but to them. 
I am not satisfied that the lady, suing by her next friend, can, as 
a matter of stri:t right, insist upon such payment, but in the exercise of 
my discretion I can see no reason why the order should not be made 1m the 
present case. The lady is by birth an American. Her relations reside in 
America. The New York Oourt has jurisdiction over her by reason of her 
residence in the State, and, wholly irrespective of any question of domicil, 
Iam satisfied that everything that is proper and kindly is being done 
for her custody and her comtort. Scott v. Bentley (1 K. & J. 281), as 
explained and corrected by the Court of Appeal in Didisheim’s case, 
seems to me to warrant the view which, apart from authority, I should 
be prepsred to adopt. The defendants are abundantly justified in 
the course they have taken of requiring the protection of an order of the 
court. Their costs as between suiicitur and client, including any charges 
and expenses properly incurred, must be paid out of the fund iu court, 
and the balance or that fund, together with the sums of cash now in the 
hands of the trustees—the precise figures will doubtless be agreed—must 
be paid to the plaintiff company as committees. With regard to future 
income, I think it will be becter simply to give liberty to the respective 
trustees to pay to the committces until further order, and general liberty 
to apply will be reserved.—Counset, Danckwerts, K.U., and Methold ; Mae- 
naghten, K.0., and G. S. Alexander. Soxicrtors, R. 8. Taylor, Son, § 
Humbert ; Montagu, Mileham, & Montagu. 


[Reported by A. Girnnz-Jonzs, Barrister-at-Law. | 


ReFEWSTER. HERDMAN v. FEWSTER. Joyce, J, 18th and 19th Jan. 


Pracrice—Tarustee—Orper to Pay -Mongy rtnto Court—OonTrempT— 
ATTACHMENT—ACTUAL PossxEssion. 


Motion for leave to issue a writ or writs of attachment against the 
defendants for contempt in not paying into court the sum of £479 9s. 11d., 
the plaintiff's share of the testator’s residuary estate, in pursuance 
of an order of the 20th of Uctober, 1900. The testator was a small farmer 
in Northumberland, and carried on business with his two sons, the 
defendants, upon two farms which he occupied jointly with them. In 1872 
he died, and his will gave all his property to the defendants upon certain 
trusts uuder which the plaintiff, his daughter, became entitlea to one-fourth 
share of his residuary estate. After his death the plaintiff for some years 
resided with her brothers, and assisted in the mansgement of tne farms. 
She subsequently married, and in conjunction with her husband brought the 
prerent action in 1899 claiming an account of the amount due to her under 
uer father’s will, and to have the estate administered by the court. The 
master’s certiticate in the action stated that the sum of £479 9s. 11d. was 
due to the plaintiff, and as a result of the certiticate the above-mentioned 
order was made. ‘ihe evidence on which tue certificate was made consirted 
of an affidavit of tne defendants in which they aomitted the receipt of 
certain sums and alleged the payment of other sums shewn by an account, 
on behalf of the estate. It appeared that the detendants were poor, and 
only one of them was represented by counsel, the other not being present. 
Joyce, J.—It is a very serious matter to send 4 msn to prison, and the 
court ought to exercise its discretionary power with very great care and 
caution, especially in cases where is is suggested that the respundents are 
persons in very humble circumstances and have no means to instruct 
counsel or to come to London from a distant part of the country and 
defend themselves. If this is a case for attachment at all, it must be 
because it comes within the third exception to tection 4 of the Debtors 
Act, 1869, which abolished imprisonment for debt, exvept in certain cases. 
This exception is ‘* Letaulc by a trustee or person acting in a fiduciary 
capacity and ordered to pay by a court of equity any sum in his pos-ession 
or uader his control.’”” in the course of the arguments I intimated my 
opiuiom that in order to briug a case within that exception it must be 
proved that the money ordered to be paid has been in the actual on 
o¢ contrul of the person whom it is derired to commit, and that mere con- 
structive receipt by a solicitor or other agent on his account is not 
sufficient ; and after reflection I feel bound to adhere to that opinion. 
Cuunsel then referred me to the certificate ot tne master, which perhaps 
is not strictly evidence upon this motion. It finds that “ the 
defendants have received personal estate of the said testator not 
specitically bequeathed to the amount of £2,047 lls. 3d., and they 
have paid or are entitled to be allowed on sccount thereof sums 
to the amount of £129 lls. 7d., leaving a balance due from them 
of £1,917 192. 8d. on that account.’’ It is well known that the 
chief clerk’s certificate in an administration action in no way dis- 
tanguishes between actual und cons:ructive receipt, and it does not at all 
toliow from this findiug that there nas been actual receipt. The evidence 
of tae defendants upon which the certiticate was based shews that the 
defendants bave in an account furnisued by them according to the best of 
their knowledge, information, and belief, set forth a full account of the 
personal estate of the testator, not by him specifically bequeathed, which 
fas come to their hands or to the hands of either of them, vr to the hands 
of any person or persons by their order or the order ot either of them, or 
for their use or the use of either of them. That wili not do. it does not 
aos the money has been actually received by both or either of the 
, and ic is perfectly consistent with that evidence that it might 
have oven received by an agent on behalf of both or one ortnem. I cun- 
ot receive the evidence of the solicitor for the plaintsffs as establisning 
staal receipt by the defendsntse, for he msy not have known what 





happened twenty-eight years ago, and he does not state that there was 
actual receipt by the defendavts or either of them. If I had been sa‘isfied 
that there was actual receipt, I should still have had to consider whether 
this is not a proper case in whicn I should exerci-e the discretion vested 
in the court uader the Debtors Act, 1878. I shall therefore make no order 
on the motion.—OovunseL, Chubb; Dare. Soxicirors, Satchell § Chapple; 
Taylor, Wilcocks, § Lewin, for D. H. C. Balleny, Consett. 


(Reported by J. F. Iszrix, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Probate, &c., Division. 
KING ». KING AND MILLER AND KING». KING. Barnes, J. 24th Jan. 
Divorce—ApmIssIBILITY OF EvipENCE—ANTI-NUPTIAL INCONTINENCE, 


In the first of these matrimonial suits the petitioner claimed a 
dissolution of his marriage on the ground of the respondent’s adultery 
with the co-respondent. Evidence was tendered on benalf of tue 
petitioner, whicn went to shew that immoral relations had existed 
between the co-respondent and the respondent prior to the 
respondent’s marriage with the petitioner. For the respondent 
it was argued toat such evidence was not admissiole inasmuch 
as even if an immoral relationship had existed before the 
respondent's marriage it was not an issue in the present suit. The peti- 
tiouer’s counsel, in reply, contended that if such a relationship had existed, 
and it could be shewn that petty familiarities and a correspondence had 
existed between the respondent and co-respondent after the respondent 
married the petitioner, it would raise at least a presumption of immorality, 
aud must be material by throwing light upon conduct subsequent to the 
marriage. 

Soares, J., admitted the evidence, holding that it was distinctly 
material to the issue.—CovunseL, IJnderwick, K.C., and Chester Jones; 
Pritchard ; Bargrave Deane, K.C., and Grazebrook; J. Harvey Murphy. 
Soicrtors, Shaen § Roscoe ; Dodd Longstaffe ; Mead § Sons. 

[Reported by Gwyane Hatt, Barrister-at-Law. 


In the Goods of GEORGE BLENKINSOP (Deceased). 
28tn Jan. 


PropaTtE—GRANT OF ADMINISTRATION — Herr-ar-Law— Lanp TRANSFER 
Act, 1897 (60 & 61 Vier. c. 65), s. 2 (4)—Pronate Act, 1857 (20 & 21 
Vicr c. 77), 8. 73. 


This was a motion under the 73rd section of the Probate Act, 1857, fora 
grant of administration to the estate of George Bleukiusop. The deceased 
died on the 1ltn of May, 1898, a bachelor and intestate, his father being 
dead, but leaving a mother surviving. Susan Killiott Hagyie, a sister of 
the d , who was entitled under a wili of the deceased’s grandfather 
to one-seventh of the estate, which was wslued at £803, a-ked that the 
grant might be made to her although the heir-at-law, one John 
Bienkinsop, had not been cited. It appeared that Jobn Blenkinsop 
had left this country for America some twenty years ago, and 
in September, 1898, he had ceased to communicate with his relations 
in this country, though they had frequently wricien to him and made 
inquiries as to his whereabouts. He nad, moreover, maintained friendly 
relations with them up to the time that he ceased to write, and it was 
believed by them that death was the cause of his silence. Uwing to tuis 
state of sffairs tne heir-at-law had not been cited. The present applicant 
was desirous of obtaining a grant of admivistration to the estate of George 
Bienkinsop, but on appiication to the registry for tuat purpose it was 
pointed out tnat section 2, sub-section 4, of the Land Transfer 
Act, 1897, provided that ‘where a pereon dies possessed of real 
estate, the court shall, in granting letters of administration, have 
regard to the rights and interests of persons interested in his real 
estate, and his heir-at-law, if not one of the next-of-kin, sball be equally 
entitled to the grant wita the next-of-kin, and provision shall be made by 
rales of court for adapting the procdure and prac.ice in the grant of 
letters of administration to the case of real estate.’’ ‘I'ne heir-at-law 
therefore, was it would appear, entitled with his mother, or possibly might 
have a prior right. It was contended that the praetice was doubtful since 
the passing of the Land Transfer Act, 1897, but it was usual for the 
court to follow the majority of interest and make the grant to the party 
to whom the bulk of the property would pass. ? 

Baenes, J , beld that the grant might go as prayed for to the applicant 
on justifyiog security being giveu.—CounseL, Barnard. SoLicirons, 
Crossman, Prichard, Urossman, § Block, tor Kidson, McK«nzics, § Kvdson, 
Sunderland. 


Barnes, J. 


[Beporid by Gwyvsne Hatt, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
STOKES vy. HILL. Div. Court. 28th Jan. 


Mines AND Minerats —Ovat. Ming—~AsANDONMENT OF Minir—Dsg.Livery 0! 
Puan oy Avsanponep Mine—Lirration ovr Pxrocekornes — Notic# 
Reeurninc Comriiance with THE Acr—CoNTINUING UrryuNCcE-—OoAl’ 
Mines KeGuLation Act, 18387 (50 & 51 Vicr. c. 46), s. 38 (5), 59. 


In this case a question arose under section 38 of the Coal Mines Regula- 
tion Act, 1887. ‘nat section provides that in the case of a mine or seam 
being abandoned, the owner thereof shall send to a Secretary of states 
plan of the mine or seam, and future to comply with this requirement is 
made an offence for waich @ penulty not exceeding £30 1s prescribed. 
Sub-section 6 provides as follows: “ A complaint of un offence under this 
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section may be made or laid at any time within six months after abandon- 
ment of the mine or team, or a‘ter service on the owner aforesaid of a 
notice to comply with the requirements of this sectiou, whichever last 
happens.”” On the 25th of Jannary, 1900, a seam having been abandoned 
in a mine of which the rexpondent was the owner, the appellant, an 
inspector of mines, wrote him a letter in the foliowing trms: ‘I beg to 

int out to you that no plan of the abandoned workings in the seven-feet 
coal has yet been ferwarded as required by section 38 of the Mines Act. 
Will you please give the matter your early attention.’”” The resp n- 
dent did not forward the plan, and on the 25:h of May, 1900, 
the appellant sent a formal notice requiring him to comply with 
the requirements of section 38. On the 27th of July an information 
was laid. At the hearing before the justices the respondent con- 
tended, as a preliminary objection to the proceedings, that more than 
six months had elapsed since the notice of the 25th of January, 1900, and 
that consequently the justices had no jurisdiction to hear the information. 
The justices thereupon dismissed the information subject to a case for the 
opinion of the High Court. On behalf of the appellant it was contended 
that the letter of the 25th of Junuary, 1900, was not a good notice under 
section 38 (5) and that the time, it avy, within which the information 
should have been laid commenced to run from the 25th of May, 1900. the 
date of the formal notice. Furthermore it was contended that where a 
notice was served there was no period of limitation within which procred- 
ings need be commenced, because the true construction of section 38 (5) 
was that the words ‘‘ within six months’’ did nt govern the words *‘ after 
the service . - ofa notice, &c.,’’ and also, because an offence under 
seciion 38 after notice was a continuing offence puni-hable uncer section 59. 

Tue Covat (Bruce and Puitirmore, JJ.) di-missed the appeal. 

Bruce, J., said that section 38 (5) was a clause of limitation. The words 
“ or atter the service on the owner aforesaid of a notice .”? must be 
read as meaning within six. months after the service, &c. The letter of 
the 25th of January, 1900, was a sufficient noice under the section. 
Section 59 did not apply to offences under section 38, because it only dealt 
with offences ‘‘ for which a penalty is not expressly prescribed.” 

PuILLIMORE, J., concurred.—CounseL, H. Sutton; Simey. Soxicrrors, 
Treasury Solscitor. 

[Reported by C. G. Witerauam, Barrister-at-Law.] 


S0UTHALL NORWOOD URBAN DISTRICT COUNCIL (Appellants) v. 
MIDDLESEX COUNTY COUNCIL (Respondents). Div. Court. 19th 
and 21st Jan. 

Loca, GoverNMENT—Szwers—PouivtTion or SrrEAM—TravE Errivgnt 
—Kivers Pottution Prevention Act, 1876 (39 & 40 Vicr. c. 75). 
Appeal, on case stated, by the district council from an order made by 

justices of Middlesex ordering the appellants to discontinue the flow and 

passage of sewage and other matters into the Grand Junction Canal. The 
order was made upon a summons issted by the respondents under 
the Midolesex County Council Act, 1898. The summons was heard 
on the 22nd of March, 1900. The following facts were stated by the 
justices: (1) Prior to 1891 tue rural sanitary authority of Hiliingdon had 
acquired for the p of a sewage farm seventeen acres of land ad- 
joining and abutting on a canalized portion of the River Brent at the 
junction of the parishes of Norwood, noma and Hanwell, and had 
constructed thereon tewage works upon which the sewage of the precinct 
of Norwood was treated, the effluent therefrom being discharged into the 
river. (2) The farm and works were afterwards vested, first, in 
the Norwood Local Board, and then, by operation of the Local 

Government Act, 1894, in the appellants. (3) In 1894 the Norwood 

Local Board was required by the owners of land within ite district 

upon which it was mtended to erect a margarine factory to efford 

facilities for carrying the liquids and effluent proceeding from the 
factory into the sewers ot the board, and an agreemeut dated the 23rd of 

January, 1894, was entered into between the board and the owner whereby 

it was agreed that, subject to the conditions therein mentioned, the owner 

for the time being of the factory should be entitled to discharge the 

liquids and effluent from the factory into the sewers of the board. (4) 

Une of the conditions mentioned in the agreement was that the owner of 

the factory should erect or cause to be erected and maintained in good 

and proper working condition at his own expense to the reasonable 
satisiaction of the board on part of the land upon which the factory was to 
be erected a settling tavk or settling tanks tor the purpose of extracting 

#0 far as might be practicable all solid fat or fatty matters in suspension 

from the liquids and «fluent. (5) The factory having been ereckd and 

disputes having arisen between the board and the owner of tne factory as 
to his compliance with the above condition of the agreement, on the 14th 
of May, 1596, an action was commenced by the board against him in the 

Chancery Division of the High Court of Justice, wherein the board claimed 

an injunction restraining the owner of the factory and his servants, agents, 

and workmen from discharging the effluent from the works at Soutball 
into the sewers of the board until such effluent had been properly purified, 

and from committing a breach of the agreement of the 23rd of January, 1894. 

(6) The action came on for trial on the lst of June, 1897, and upon the 

day of the trial an order, by consent, was made by Mr. Justice 

Byme, the defendant in the action ex ng bis intention to execute on 

or before the 7th of November, 1897, er worke, and in case the board 

should not be eatisfied with what should have been done by such date, it 

Was ordered that it be referred to the arbitrator mentioned in the order to 

whether there was a settling tank or settlmg tanks sufficient when 
tly worked for the purpose of extracting so far as might be 
practicable all solid fat or fatty matters in suspension from the liquid and 
effluent discharged from the mag eg the sewers of the board, and. taut 
itthe arbitrator was of opinion that they were not sufficient. then the 


arbitrator was to eay what settling tank or tanks would be suflicient for 


the purpose aforesaid, and that his award should be binding on the parties 
to the action. (7) the board were dissatisfied with the further works 
executed, and the matter was submitted to the arbitrator in pur. uance of 
the order. The arbi'rater made and published his award on the 25th of 
July, 1898, whereby he awarded that the settling tank or tanks and other 
alteratious specified in his award would besufficient. (8) Notwithstanding 
the award the liquid and effluent di from the factory into the sewers 
of the board and of the appellants still contains solid fat or fatty matter in 
suspension which 18 in itself objectionable and difficult to treat, and which 
whrn mixed with sewage in the appellants’ sewers renders it more difficult for 
the appellants to «effectually purity the sewage, and the effect has been to 
clog the land in the ap ts’ farm, which is used for filtering the 
sewage, and it has become saturated with sewage end is rnderea less 
capable of effectually filtering the sewage of the appellants’ district. On 
the 15th of August, 1899, the dents gave the ts notice 
under the Middlesex County Council Act, 1898, requiring them to dis- 
continue, within three months, the flow or passage into the River Brent of 
sewage or any other offensive or injurious matter from their sewage works. 
In September, 1899, tne appellants discovered that the drain of certain 
chemic»l works in their district had without their knowledge or consent 
been connected with a s wer belonging to them by means of which large 
quantities of effluent were dircharged from the chemical works iuto tne 
appellants’ sewer. (11) On the 12th of December, 1899, these drains were 
disconnected in accordance with a notice served by the appellauts upon 
the owners of the chemical works. (12) It was proved that sewage and 
other offensive and injurious matters had flowed or passea into 
the River Brent from the appellants’ sewage works subsequently 
to the expiration of three months from tne date of the notice 
of the 12th of August, 1899, but the justices were satisfied that 
such flow or passage would contain sewage and «ther offensive and 
injurious matters so long as the reteptiou cf effluent from the margarine 
factory and from the chemical works and the infusion of such effluent into 
their system of sewage continued. It was contended that no offence had 
been committed by the appellants within section 13 of the above-mentioned 
Act, and fur:her that the evidence given in paragraphs 3 to 8, inclusive, 
of the case and in paragraphs 10 and 11 was inadmissible, and afforded no 
defence to the summcns. The justices held that the evidence was 
admissible, but, being of opinion that the appellants were persons causing 
or suffering sewage and other offensive and injurious matters to flow or 
pases into the River Brent from toeir farm aud works, they made the order 
appealed against. Section 13 (1) of the Middlesex County Council Act, 
1898, provides as follows: ‘*‘ Whenever any sewage or any other offensive 
or injurious matter is caused or suff-red to flow or pass into any stream, 
then and in every such case, even though such sewage or matter aforesaid 
had been lawfully so caused or s to flow or pass before the passing 
of this Act, the council may, under the hand of tne clerk of the couucil, 

ive notice in writing to the person causing or suffering the same to so 
oe or pass requirivg him within a time to be specified to discontinue 
such flow.’”’ During the +a the following ca-es were cited: Reg. 
v. Staines Local Board (60 L. T. 261), Eastwood v. Honley Urban District 
Council (48 W. R. 614; 1900, 1 Ch. 781), Peebles v. Oswaldtwistle Urban 
District Council (45 W. R 454; 1897, 1 Q. B_ 384 and 625). 

Tue Covut (Bruce and Puiiiimors, JJ.) dismi-sed the appeal. 

Puriiinorz, J., in giving the jusgment of the court, said it was con- 
tended on behalf of the appellants that they had not “‘ caused or suffered ” 
injurious matter to flow into the canal, and that some act of omission 
was essential to constitute the offence. The factsshewed that the appel- 
lants had collected the sewage in their district with a view to purifying it. 
This they failed to do, and the result was that filthy matter flowed mto. 
the stream. No doubt if they had had no option in dealing with the 
matter it might be then said they had not ‘* caused or suffered ’’ the flow. 
True, the hivers Pollution Prevention Act, 1876, rquires sanitary 
authorities to facilitate manufacturers to carry liquids from their factories 
into the sewer, but there is this proviso—namely, that the sanitary 
anthorities shall not be compelled to admit into their sewers any liquid 
which would prejudicislly affect such sewers, or the disposal by sale, appiica- 
tion to land, or otherwise of the se matter conveyed along such sewers. 


Manufacturers are not entitled to send solids in solution into the sewers. In 
this case, however, the appellants had entered into an ment with these 
manufacturers whereby the latter should be entitled to discharge the 


the liquids and effluent from the factory into the sewers. Whatever was the 
intention of this agreement the fact is fatty matter did come upon the 
sewage farm, which — coated with grease, und rewage which might 
have filtered through the land now passes into the river. The appellant 
therefore ‘‘:uffered’’ this sewage to flow into the stream. Further, tuereis 
nothing to shew that the appellants could not by some process have purified 
the sewage. Either they ought not to have received the effluent from the 
factory, or, having elected tojreceive it, they ought to have pressed their 
remedy against the manufacturer, or they ougut to have adopted some 
process to purify the effluent. 

Brvce, J., concurred. Appeal diemirsed.— Counsetr, R. C. Glen ; Lord 
Robert Cecil and Herbert Smith. Soxrcrrons, A. L. Houlder ; Sir Richard 
Nicholson. 

{Reported by E. G. Sri.uweut, Barriater-at-Law. | 





Bankruptcy Cases. 
Re LAKE. Ex parte DYER, Wright, J. 11th and 28th Jan. 


Banxavproy—Ilgpostt or Szcunrrres To Maxz Goop Bruacuss or Taust— 
FravpuLent Prerersnce—Banxarvurptcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vier. c. 52), 
a. 48. j 





This was a motion by the trustees of the marriage settlement of Culone] 
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and Mrs. Dyer for « declaration that four mortgage debentures of the 
Didcot, Newbury, and Southampton Railway Co. were handed over by the 
bankrupt, Benjamin Greene Lake, while one of the trustees of the said 
‘settlement, to his co-trustees to make good a breach of trust, and that 
‘such delivery or transfer did net c nvstitute a fraudulens preference. The 
marriage settlement in question was executed in 1869. Lake was appointed 
‘one of the trustees in 1898. He opened an account for the trust at Child’s 
Bank and obtained an authority from his co-trustees enabling him to draw 
on itin his ownname alone. He realized the trust estate and invested the 
roceeds in other than trust securities. By the beginning of 1900 the 
of the bankrupt shewed that he was indebted to the trust to the 
extent of £1,200. pon the 7:h of May, 1900, he deposited in the box 
containing the deeds and securities belonging to the trust four deben- 
tures of the Didcot, Newbury, and Southampton Railway Oo., together 
with a memorandum to the effect that, having been treated with 
exceptional kindness by Colonel and Mrs. Dyer, he was desirous of 
making good to some extent the breaches of trust which he had 
committed, and had deposited the debentures in the box for that 
purpose. A judgment had been signed against him on the Ist of 
May, and a bankruptcy notice, founded upon that judgment, was 
served upon him on the 9th of Mey. He committed an act of bankruptcy 
by failure to comply with such notice within eight days, and a petition 
was presented against him upon the 2nd of June upon which he was 
ultimately adjudicated bankrupt. After his bankruptcy the other trustees 
-of the Dyer settlement requested the Didcot, Newbury, and Soutnampton 
Railway Co. to register the four debentures in their names. The company 
refused to register them without the consent of the trustee in bankruptcy. 
‘The trustee in bankruptcy refused bis consent, whereupon this movion was 
‘launched. It was admitted for the purposes of the motion that there had 
‘been a number of breaches of trust committed by the bankrupt in respect 
‘of other estates, and that in some cases he had made restitution, but that 
iim the majority of cases he had not done so. It was contended by the 
settlement trustees, and denied by the trustee in bankruptcy, that the 
relation of debtor and creditor did not «xist between trustee and cestui que 
trust, and that consequently there could be no fraudulent preference by a 
trustee of his cestui gue trust. Judgment was reserved. 

Jan 28.—Whuicxt, J., refused the application, holding tbat the relation 
of debtor and creditor does exist between trustee aud cestui que trust, and 
thet on the facts of the present case the debtor’s view had been to prefer a 
particular trust estate from motives of gratitude, and not to muke good 
a breach of trust either from a sense of duty or from a fear of criminal 
proceedings. His lordship pointed out that the doctrine that the relation 
of debtor and creditor does not exist between trustee and cestui que trust, 
which was laid down in Ex parte Stubbins, Re Wilkinson (29 W. R 653, 17 
Ch. D. 58) and Ex parte Taylor, Re Goldsmid (85 W. R. 148, 18 Q. B. D. 

:295), had been questioned by the Court of Appeal in Ex parte Ball, Re 
--Hutchinson (35 W. R. 148), and denied in the Houre of Lords by Lord 
sHalsbury in his judgment in Sharp v. Jackson (1899, A.C, at p. 426), 
+ which latter judgment had been recently followed by Buckley, J., in the 
« case of In re Blackpool Motor Car Co. (Limited) (49 W. R. 124; 1901, 1 Ch 
‘17). Application retused.—Counszx, Vernon Smith, Q.C., and Colt ; Northeote, 
Soxicrrons, Peacock & Goddard ; Lee & Pemberton. 

[Reported by P. M. Fraycxz, Barrister-at-Law.! 


LAW SOCIETIES. 


THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
SPECIAL GENERAL MEETING. 

A special general meeting of the Incorporated Law Society was held 
at the Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, on Friday, the 25th ult., the 
Prestpent (Mr. Robert Ellett, Cirencester) taking the chair. There was 
avery large attendance. The following members of the Council were 
among those present: Mr. Joseph Addison, Mr. Henry Attlee, Mr. 
Chasles Mylne Barker, Mr. Edmund Kell Blyth, Mr. Ebenezer Jobn 
Bristow, Mr. Robert Cunliffe, Mr. William Francis Fladgate, Mr 
William Dawes Freshfield, Mr. William Godden, Mr William Howard 
Gray, Mr. John Edward Gray Hill (Liverpool), Mr. John Hollams, Mr. 
James Warnes Howlett (Brighton), Mr. Henry James Johnson, Mr. Grinham 
Keen, Mr. Stephen Henham King (Maidstone), Mr. Henry Manisty, Mr. 
Charles Berkeley Margetts (Huntingdon), Mr. Thomas Marshall (L+ eds), Mr. 
Joeeph Farmer Milne (Manchester), Mr. Frank Rowley Parker, Mr. 
Richard Pennington, Mr. Thomas Rawle, Sir A. K, Rollit, M.P., Mr. 
Cornelius Thomas Saunders (Birmingham), Mr. William Melmoth Walters, 
Mr. Arthur Wightman (Sheffield), Mr. William Howard Winterbotham, 
Mr. Philip Witham; aleo the following extraordinary members: Mr. 
J. H. Cooke (Winsford, president of the Chester and North Wales Law 
= Mr. J. B. Parkinson (president of the Manchester Law Society), 
and Mr. W. A. Weightman (president of the Liverpool Law Society). 


Tue Dgaru or THe Queen. 

The Presipsxt, upon taking his seat, eaid: Gentlemen, before we pro- 
ceed to the business of this meeting, I am sure it will be your desire that 
I should — in the name of this society ovr profound sorrow at the 
loss of our beloved Queen, a sorrow which we share not only with all our 
fellow countrymen—not only with the entirety of the great empire over 
which her Msjesty’s beneficient sway extended—but which we share with 
the whole civil world 

Daring tte President's r marks the mcu.bers rose and remained stending 
until he nad concluded. 

Banxevrt Soxicrrors. 








siderable professional interest before I proceed to the agenda? You will 
remember that recently the Divisional Court held that the society ag 
registrar of solicitors had a discretion and not merely an imperative duty 
with reference to the issue of renewal certificates; and when we last met 
in this hall you encouraged the Council to avail themselves of that 
discretion with reference to the renewal of certificates of solicitors who 
were undischarged bankrupts. The Council availed themselves of the 
power, but certain of those whose certificates were refused have applied, as 
they had a right to do, to the Master of the Rolls. I gather that the 
Master of the Rolls doubts whether the law, as laid down in the case! 
have referred to, is correct. At all events his lordship bas directed the 
issue of the certificates to the applicants for the current year, but he gaye 
express directions that they should not be renewed again without special 
application, and he intima'ed his desire that in the meanwhile steps should 
be taken to bring under review the decision of the Divi-ional Court. That, 
of course, rests not with the Council but with those whose certificates may 
be withheld either now'or later. But the Oouncil—and this is what [ 
desire to convey to the members of the society—the Council fully intend 
to support the existing decision, and they have already given instructions 
for the preparation of a Bill which they will seek to introduce into 
Parliament. if necessary, to amend the law if it should be that amend- 
ment 1s required, because the Council are clearly of opinion that if they 
have not got the discretion at the moment they ought to have it. 


Times or GeneRAL Meerines. 


The following notice stood upon the agenda: Mr. A. H, Hastie 
(London) will propose: ‘That in the future the general meetings of 
the society be held at five o’clock in the afternoon.”” Mr. Hastie, 
however, not being present, the motion fell through. 


Vortine at Generar MeetIncs. 


The paper of business also contained the following notice: Mr. J. J. 
Coulton (King’s Lynn) will move: ‘‘ That, with a view of giving to mem- 
bers practising in the country and to town members to whom the expense 
of money and time consequent on personal attendance are an object, and 
thereby materially increasing the number of members, any member be 
permitted to vote at any meeting on any question by letter addressed 
generally to the chairman of the meeting at which such question is brought 
forward, and received at or before the commencement of the meeting ”’ 

Mr. J. 8. Rusrnstein (London) said that Mr. Coulton had asked him to 
bring the motion before the meeting. He (Mr. Rubinstein) had replied to 
his letter to the effect that he thought the resolution was one which should 
be moved by a country member, as a London solicitor could not urge the 
same excuse for not attending these meetings as could the country member. 
Mr. Coulton had replied that he did not know any country member who 
intended to be present and he would be much obliged if he (Mr. 
Rubinstein) would bring the matter forward. Under these conditions he 
had thought it his duty to comply with the request, and he hoped that 
some country member would see his way to second the motion. He thought 
it was quite clear that it was to the interest of the society to interest as far 
as it possibly could the country solicitors in its doings and to bring him 
more or less in touch with its proceedings. The question was whether 
under the existing conditions they did pay sufficient regard to the views 
and interests of the country members. It was true that the country 
members got all the communications issued from this building, but as far 
as he was personally concerned no special means were adopted—perhaps 
they could not be adopted—to bring him more in touch with the proceed- 
ings of the society. A country member could not attend these meetings 
unless he was prepared to practically sacrifice the whole day. 
For those living in distant parts of the kingdom to attend these 
meetings meant leaving the towns where they resided early in 
the morning so that they might reach the society’s hall at two o’clock, 
and when the meeting was over at four o’clock the day was 
practically gone. The question arose whether some better machinery 
could not be adopted by which country members might, without sacrificing 
the day, indicate what their views were on any of the current matiers 
which were engaging the attention of the society for the time being. Mr. 
Coulton in writing, » oy in particular, referred to one or two matters on 
the agenda paper as shewing the line he would have adopted if he had 
been present. So far as he (Mr. Rubinstein) was concerned he had antici- 
pated there would have been some discussion upon Mr. Hastie’s motion. 
Personally he might say that five o’clock would be more inconvenient 4s 
the hour for meeting than two o’clock; but in his younger days he had 
brought forward resolutions that the meetings should take place in the 
evening after eight o’clock, so that the members might not be dirturbed 
during their business time and should have the opportunity of meeting 
after the bueiness hours. The other learned societies met at night time. 
He was not now quite so anxious on that score as he had been in hie 
younger days, but young solicitors would, he thought, appreciate the 
opportunity for meeting after business hours. He did not know whether 
he was expressing Mr. Coulton’s opinions in regard to this, but he thought 
the evening might be more advantageous than two in the day for the 
country members. They might appreciate coming up after four in the after- 
noon and arranging to spend the night in town for the purpose of ae 
the society’s meeting. The sentioiae subject on whieh Mr. Coulton 
thought it would be desirable to elicit the views of the country members was 
that of the club, which was down upon the paper for consideration. He 
gathered from what Mr. Coulton had said that he was very strongly of opinio! 
that the club—— [Here his remarks were drowned by cries of ‘ Order 
aud“ Question.””] Mr. Coulton would have liked the country members tohave 
an “pportunity ot voting upon this matter. As they knew, country members 
came up to town while the Law Courts were sitting, and they felt it a great 
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The Pursivent : Then will you permit me to refer to one matter of con- | inconvenience that while they were waiting for their cases to come om 
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TQOI, 
they had no opportunity of going into any room in the building where 
they could talk or have any light refreshment. Tbe matter particularly 
interested the country members —quite as much, if not more, than it did 
the London members. He upalienh with their view of the question. 
This was not, however, the moment in which to discuss the club, but he 
thought, Mr. Coulton having called his attention to the subject, he was 
vmtified in pointing out that theclub was a question upon which the vote 
of the whole of the members might be taken. They ought to be asked 
whether they were in favour of the continuance of the club or not. The 
society ought to have an indication of the views which were held by the 
country members on the subject. It was their interest to bring as many 
of the country members as po-sible into the society. He was in favour of 
every m+ mber «f the profession being a member of the society, but at the 
present mou ent their object should be to get the country members to 
take a larger interest in their proceedings. 

Mr. Cuaries Forp (London) seconded the motion. He said that many 
years ago he hed made +trenuous ¢fforts to get some such reform as that 
which wus contemplated by the resolution. It ought not to be necessary 
for professional men to attend the society’s ball at so inconvenient an hour 
of the dxy, and the Council ought to find some solution of the difficulty 
so that both town and country members could record their votes just as 
they did in the election of members to the Council. 

Mr. W. G. Buacxiston (London) did not think the meetings of the 
society should be held during business hours. It would be better to hold 
the meetings after the ordinary hours of business. 

Mr. J. H. Cooxe (Winsford, president of the Chester and North Wales 
Law Society) said the matter had been consid+«red by the committee and 
his society, which was one of the largest provincial law societies in North 
Wales. The committee had come to the conclusion that it was much 
better that these q estions should be considered by tho-e personally present 
at the meetings «nd who therefore heard the arguments for and against. 
He might also say that all the mi:tters consider.d by the society were 
brought formally before the committees of the provincial lw societies at 
their oifferent m+etivgs and were fully discussed ; and on most occasions 
delegates were sent from the committees to express the views of the 
differen‘ provincial societies. Therefore all these questions were con- 
sidered in the country, and the representatives of the couvtry law societies 
were sent to London to express the opinions of the societies. 

Mr. Ruzinsrern asked to be allowed to withdraw the motion. 

Mr Forp: It will have to be confirmed by the Council, and they won’t 
confirm it, s» it’s all right. 

The Prestpent asked Mr, Ford if he consented to the motion being 
withdrawn. 

Mr. Forp: No, sir. Let’s have a vote upon it. 

The motion wes negatived by a large majority, only twenty votes being 
recorded in its favour. 

Law Socrery Crus. 


The following notice stood upon the paper of business: ‘‘ The following 
resolution was passed at the annual general meeting on the 13th of July 
last, viz.: ‘That the Council are directed to give the shortest possible 
notice to the Law Club to quit the premises of the society, and forthwith 
to make such arrangements for supp!ying refreshments to the general body 
of the members as wilt be deemed most convenient.’ The Council net 
having adopted the foregoing resolution, it will be brought beiore the 
meeting hereby convened tor covfirmation or otherwise.” 

The Prestpenr: You will remember, gentlemen, that at the July 
meeting a resolution was passed directing the Council to give notice to 
the club to quit the premises, and to make arrangements for supplying 
tefreshment-~ to the general body of members. Under certain re-olutions 
of the society in the year 1884 it is neces ary before the Council can give 
such a notice that the resolutions directing them te give it shall be con- 
firmd at a subsequent meeting held within a limited p riod The 
Council therefore obviou-ly could not adopt and carr. out that resolution 
at once, and they might have simply referred it back to the society and 
called a specia) meeting for the purpose of considering it. But the Council 
considered that you would wish to know what their views on this question 
may be, and they felt that you had a right to know what their views on 
the subject are. And so considering they appointed a committee to look 
closely into the matter, and they have adopted a report of the committee, 
which has been circulated amongst all the members of the society. There 
you will find that the Council are of opinion that the interests of the 
society will be promoted by the Council itself becoming directly responsible 
for such arrangements as the society may desire to carry out with regard 
to the refreshments. And the Council have pointed out to you that they 
are prepared to act upon that policy, and that they will propose to appoint 
& committee upon which they would add members not of their own 
with a view to formulating any scheme and bringing it up for the con- 
sideration of the members at a future meeting. _ ~~ now put you in 

ssion of the views of the Council on the question, the Council 

it further that it was their duty to leave it to the members of the 
Society to determine in the first instance whether or not they 
to confirm the July resolution. And the notice has been 

given for the purpose of bringing up that resolution in perform- 
ance of the duty of the Council under the bye-laws to give you the 
pportunity of saying yea or nay to it, whether you desire that resolution 
thould be confirmed, and that is the only question which can be dealt with 
to-day. The Council have already, as you have seen by their report, 
indicated what their own opinions on the subject are, and they say now, 
through me, that they adhere to the policy expressed in that report, and 
it they are pre to act upon that policy and to bring up hereafter, and 


I hope ‘at a very early mee @ scheme for dealing with and I ho 
finally settling this i that you have to deal with to-day is 





the simple question whether or not this resolution of July should be 
confirm-d Does any one move the confirmation «f the resolution ? 

Mr. Forp said he wished to move the confirmation of the resolution. 
He should not be long, but he should try to rub it in as hard as he could. 
The resolution was carried at the last general meeting by an over- 
whelming majority, and they had never dreamed that the Council would 
venture to bring up a report refusing to confirm it. He ventured to 
repeat—and he hoped he would not be interrupted by Mr. Melmoth 
Walters—that he had brought two actions against the society 
(Cries of “ Vote” and ‘‘Qnestion”’) He should have thought it 
was a question of very material importance, that there was a strong 
feeling in the profession against the club. He had brought two. 
actions to g-t rid of it, and one of the actions succeeded in 
rid of it, with the result, unfortunately, that very soon after it was. 
resuscitated. He appealed to the members of the club not to 
interrupt him as they were to do, but to give him 
a fair chance. The president had referred to the bye-laws which 
compelled the Council to bring up the resolution for confirmation. He 
would make bold to tell the meeting that the origin of the bye-law which 
made that regulation was the constant agitation against the club, and it 
was thought in those days that it might kill the whole business if the 
confirmation of the Council were required. that had succeeded for a 
long time. Fora long time the question had slumbered, only to break 
out in greater force as shewn at the last meeting The action of the 
Council was what military men would call a stragetic retreat, but he did 
not think it would answer the purpose which was intended. The club 
cvuld not be got rid of except with twelve months ’notice. Would they not 
be wise to confirm the res lution, and that would necessitate the Uouncil 
giving twelve month’s notice to the club. Aud would not twelve months 
be long enough for the Council to frame their scheme. He appealed to 
the meeting as men of business to take the right course. Twelve long 
weary months would be long enoagh for the Council to = the plans 
for resu citating the club under some new name it might be. But the best 
thing wa~ to get rid of it. It was a sore, a canker upon the society. 
Before they committed themselves to a scheme to take over on the part of 
the society the club, ought they not to know something about its fiuances ? 
He challenged some m: mber of the club who w+s a member of the Council 
to tell the meeting what was the financial tion of the club. He had 
heard very unfavourable reports with regard to it. It would be s very 
wrong thing for them as mea of business to take over the finances without 
knowing in what position they were. If tne meeting negatived the 
resolution and adopt-d the sugge-tion of the Council they would be 
taking an unwise course as men of business. 

Mr. W. P. W. Puitirmore (London) seconded the motion. He hoped 
it would put an end to this long-standing controversy. it was not for the 
meeting to go into the consideration of the »eport, which be louked u 
almost as waste paper, because any schemes dealing with provi 
refreshments hereafter would have to be brought up by the Council a» 
confirmed by the society in general meeting The report seemed to him 
merely an attempt by the Council to resuscitate the club and to make the 
tg responsible for the finances ue ee — they all knew 

only just managed to keep its h *ve water, ough it was using 
premises which were rent free and which belonged to the general body of 
the members. All the meeting had to do was simply by one unanimous 
vote to confirm the resolution SLonstis forward six months ago in that hall 
and get rid of the club, and then they might consider what they were going 
to do with the premises. 

Mr. R. 8. Heaton (London) ; I should like to ask whether the con firma- 
tion is not out of time. I has to be confirmed within six months. 

The Paesmpent: Chat has been distinctly waived. 

Mr. Heaton: By whom? 

The Present: I think it is not necessary to discuss that now. It is 
sta‘ed very clearly in the report, and I will repeat it. By arrangement 
with the club, the club will, if this resolution is coutirmed, take nowce as 
from the lith of February and waive the confirmation within the six 
months. 

Mr. Haron: I agree about the notice to the club; that is another 
matter. I am pressing whether the original motion had not, according to 
the bye-laws, to be confirmed within six mouths. 

The Present: No. Itis not a bye-law at all. It is merely in the 
regulations under which the club held pos-ession, The club are perfectly 
competent to waive that regulation, they have done so. 

Mr. Heaton: That is nothing to do with it. 

The Prestpent: At all events we will now take the vote. 

Upon a show of hands 79 votes were given for the resolution and 197 

st. It was therefore tived. 

The result was received with loud cheering, which was met by counter- 
cries of ** Uh.”’ 

Mr. Purtimors: May I ask that the President will request the members 
< Se hab gunewt renee sv that we may see how many 
interested persons have voted. 

Mr. Foxp asked whether it would be in order to demand a poll. 

The Prestpent: There is no provision for a poll upon this question. 


Lanp Transrsr Act. 


Mr. Ruszrnstsr asked, in accordance with notice, as follows: In view of 
the fact tuat compulsory registrauon of title uncer the Land Transfer 
Act, 1897, came into operation on the ist of January, 1899, and that the 
experimental period ot three for which the system was to be first 
tried will expire on the 31st of a ns next, — oo - the Council 
Topose to take to secure a uiry mto the result experiment 

the system 1s alloweh t eunmnse in operation after the Sist of 
December next ? 
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The Presmpent: In answer to Mr. Rudinstein’s question I may ray that 
the Council h.ve been engaged ever since this Act was passed in collecting 
and tabulating information as to its working in London. They are 
continuing that process and they will be very glad of any information or 
assistance that Mr. Rubinstein or any other member can afford them. 
As to the exact date I may point out that Mr Rubinstein is not quite 
correct. The first order was muxde on the 18th of July, 1898, so that the 
three years will expire on the 18th of July, 1901. But the extending it to 
aby other county will be the question tbat will arise and not whether or 
not it should be continued here. And the Council are preparing themselves 
to take action upon that point whenever the time may come. 

Mr. Rusmsrery : I think I am correct in stating that the Act itself came 
into operation on the Ist of July, 1899, and that accordingly the three years’ 

ment dates from the time that the Act actually came into operation, 
and that will be at the end ot this year, though the order was dated some 
six months before. 

The Present: I think you will find it the other way ; but whatever 
the date is the Council will do all they can to obtain information with a 
view to action when the time arrives. 

Mr. Rusinstein: Unless you take steps at once it is quite obvious it 
will be too late. 

The Prestpent: I have answered your question, Mr. Rubinstein. 

A vote of thanks to the president, moved by Mr. J. Batrovre ALLAN 
(London), brought the proceedings to a close. 





THE LIVERPOOL AND DISTRICT ASSOCIATION OF 
LEGAL ASSISANTS, 


A large gathering of Liverpool legal assistants attended a meeting held 

in the Lecture Room of the incorporated Law Society of Liverpool when 
the committee appointed on the 14th of December last presented their 
report. 
Mr. Anruur 8. Maruer. the president of the Incorporated Law Society 
of Liverpool, again presided, and on opening the proceedings he referred 
to the loss whicn the nation had sustained by the death of the Queen, and 
on his suggestion ‘‘ God save the Kmg’”’ was sung. The chairman in the 
course of his address spoke very highly of the objects of the as:ociation, 
which he said would tend to raise the status of legal assistants generally 
and fit them more fully for their potition. 

Mr. D. BR. MippieTon (hon. secretary) stated that Sheffield had already 
formed a loca! association, and reported that 2 movement was in progress 
in Bradford, Bri-tol, and York, and referred to correspondence which he 
had bad with representatives in Manchester and Oxford, and also with the 
London Managing Clerks’ Association. 

The report of the committee re:ommending the fermation of a local 
association, to be culled the “‘ Liverpool and Distiict Association of Legal 
Assistants,’’ was unanimously adopted. 

The rules which the committee had prepared were also adopted. The 
following are the objects of the association, as set out in the rules: 
(a) To assist in giving an effective traming in various departments of pro- 
fessional work, by clssses, leciures, diccussione, or any other means which 
the committee may from time to time deem expedient ; (4) to find openings 
for the employment of members ; (¢) to increase the tneudly relations now 
existing between employers and employed in the legal profession ; (d) to 
aid unfortunate members and tnose dependent upon them ; (e) to promote 
social intercourse between the members; (f) to take any other acuon that 
may appear desirable. It will be observed that no provision is made for 
the award of certificates of proficiency, us the committee were strongly of 
opinion that this was a question which must be lett to be dealt with by an 
asscciation of a national character. 

A representative committee of twenty-one members was also appointed. 

The ‘movement has been well received in Live 1 and the surrounding 
district (upwards of 280 baving already expressea their willingness to join 
the association), und there does not appear to be mucn doubt but that the 
Liverpool association will be a success. The committee venture to think 
the object for whicn the a-scciation has been formed shoulu commend 
iteelf to and is worthy of the support of ail l-gal assi-tants, anu they 
trust that other larxe centres wili follow the example of sheffieid and 
Liverpool by forming similar a-sociations. If tuis is done they are con- 
fident that a federation of all the local asscciatious would be quickly 
arranged. Mr. Midaleton will be glad to give any information with 
regard to the association. His address is 6, Uommerce-chambers, 15, 
Lord-street, Liverpool. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
CALLS TO THE BAR. 


The following gentlemen were, on Monday, called to the bar : 

Laxcoin’s- inn.— Witlem R. Bisschop, Juris Doctor of the University of 
Leiden; Evelyn Hivi-re Balliol Colt, Uxford; Raghuoath 8. Pandit, 
Bombay Univ.; Artbur H. 8. aston. Bulliol Ooll., Uxtord; Donald F. 
Alderson, Magdaien Coli, Oxford, B A.; Kauwar Sain, Punjab Univ , 
Ma.; Tromes C. Smith, Exrter Coll, Oxfod, B. s.; Gord n Crosse, 
New Coll , oxford, M.A.; and Hamilton H. M. Dent, Clare Coll , Uam- 
bridge, B a. 

Iswex Tempre ~ Frank Giles; Ctristian Waner; Onarles N. Curtis, 
Ba, Uxturd; Harold T Perkins, B A., Uambridge; Arthur Page, 6.A , 
Usierd; Vier M. ©. Trotter, 6A, Uxfod: C.rlos B Lumrden ; 
Beruerd J. Wolfe Barry, B..., Oxford; Wiliam W. Finny, B.a., 
Oxturd ; say 8. Webber, B.A, London; Charles P. Hawkes, 8.A., 
Cambridge; George E. OC. Yarborough, B.A, Oxford; Thomas 8. 





Tomlinson, B.A., Cambridge; Herbert Ellissen ; George H. Allen, M A,, 
Oxtord; Joseph Ricardo; Robert P. Mahaffy, BA., Cambridge; Joby 
A. Barratt ; and Frederic J. De Mel, B.A., LL.B , Cambridge. 

Mippie Tempite.—Walter H. Davies; Johu 8S. Black; Frank T. R, 
Bigham, BA, Oxford; Edwin Olements; John Sanderson; Richard 
A Sineer; George W. Wilton, Advocate, Bachelor of Law with honours, 
1887, Univ of Edinburgh, Lord Rector’s Prize Essayiet, 1888; Woilfrea 
M. Wigley ; Alexander F. Russell, B.A., honours in classics and science, 
Cape University, 1897, B A., LL.B, Oambridge, third class honours, 
1900; Albert W. Grant; Victor G. Milward ; and William J. Gandy. 

Gray’s-1nn.—Mohamed Afzal, George Leigh, Jobn W. J. Oremlyo, 
Feujdar Singh, Jobn Cameron Campbell Macrae, William O. A. Landon, 
Downing Oo!l., Sardarinbji Ravaji Rana, B.A. Bombay Univ., Randolph 
M. Smyth, B.A., Crown Surveyor of Taxes, Huddersfield. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


We regret to record the death on the 28th ult. of Mr. Epwarp Atrrzn 
Hap ky, barrister-at-law, at the age of sixty-four years. Mr. Hadley was 
educated at Trinity College, Cambridge, and was high in the list of 
wranglers. He became a Fellow of Trinity Coilege, and was called to the 
bar in 1862. For several years, however, we believe, he diverged to other 
pursuits. He is stated to have been mathematical master at St. Paul’s 
School from 1869 to 1872, and he was for several years an examiner in law 
and history at the University of Cambridge. When he took to practice as 
a conveyancer and equity draftsman, however, he soon secured an excellent 
practice. In court work he was embarrassed by a lack of the ‘‘ gift of the 
gab,’’ which no doubt accounted for his never applying for silk; but he 
was a good lawyer, a skilful draftsman, and, above all, a polished and 
scholarly man. His face, full of gentleness and refinement, will be greatly 
missed at Lincoln’s-inn. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Epwarp Bsaumont, barrister-at-law, has been appointed Junior 
Counsel to the Attorney-General in Churity Matters, in succession to Mr, 
L. I. Dibdin. K.C. 

Mr. Cuartes Montacure Lvs has been elected Treasurer of Gray’s-inn 
for the ensuing year, in succession to Mr. Cnarles A. Russell, Q C., whose 
term of cffice will expire on the 15th of april, 1901. 





INFORMATION REQUIRED. 


Miss Mary Barry Uampion, deceased, late of Hill Crest, Denmark-hill. 
—any person having a Will made by the above or knowledge which will 
l-ad to the discovery of the same is desired to communicate with us, and 
will be rewarded. —Messrs. Martin & Nicholson, solicitors, 29, Queen- 
street, Cannon-street, E.O. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP. 
ADMISSION. 


Messrs. Markby, Stewart, & Co, solicitors, of 57, Ooleman-street, 
have admitted Mr. BerrraNp STEWART as @ partner as from the let of 
January last. 

DissoLvuTIons. 


Cuartes Jerome and Ernest Ampaoi?tr Wurirenouss solicit«rs, (Jerome, 
Whitehouse, & Co) Nov.10. The «a d@ Charles Jerome will continue to 
practise at 32, Walbrook, E.C., and tne said Ernest Ampnilett White 
nouse at Jewry Houce, Old Jewry, E C. [Gazette Jan. 25. 


Joun Mircnet CuapMan, Jonn Epwarp Oorsovutp, and Epwarp Lum 
Dunster, svlicttors (Usapman, Corbould, & Dun-ter) 1, Henrietta-screct, 
( aveadisn-rquare, London. Dec. 31. Tne said John Mirenel Ohapman 
and Johu Edward Corb.uld coutinue to carry ou the saii business under 
the style or tirm of Chapmau, Corbould, & Co. (Gazette, Jan. 29. 





GENERAL, 


The twentieth annual conference of tne International Law Association 
wili, on the invitation of the Corporation of Glasgow, be held this year in 
that city at the end of August. 


Itis noted that the Middle Temple has now the distinction of having the 
King at the head of its list of benchers, while Lincoln’s-inn has the Duke 
ot Cornwall and York among its benchers. 


On Friday in last week John Greenfield, solicitor, who pleaded guilty to 
converiiug to his own uve £61 and other moneys Delong to Miss Kliza 
“llington, a client, with which he had been eutrusted fur safe custody, was 
sentenced a Mr. Justice Wills to twelve montns’ imprisonment in the 
scond division. 


The s'atistics of executions and lynchings which the Ohicago Tribune 
has kept for te pas sixteen years make, says cne Albany Law Journal, 
interesting readiug to the P noiogtst. [. appears that, «iuve 1835, 2.683 
persous bave been l,nvbed in he United Stats, and tuat during the year 
just pased the nuwber was (15 au incees-e of eight over the record of the 
yea 1899. Ut these 115 mob murders, LU7 csurred ta the soats aad 
eight tu the north; o1 the victims, 107 were negroes. The legal executi ms 
during the year 1900 numbered 119, a decrease of twenty compared with 
those of the year 1899, 
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Tuerday’s London Gazette contains an anoouncement that the King has 
been pleased, by letters patent under the Great Seal, to appoint to be 
respectively of bis Majesty’s counsel learned in the law the sixteen 
geutlemen who had beeu approved by her late Majesty Queen Victoria for 
appointment to the rank of Queen's Couns] 


There is said to be a lawyer in Philadelphia who, says the Philadelphia 
Record, possesses a trick ot the voice to which a certain measure cf his 
success ia United States Supreme Court practice is due. The trick consists 
in waking a judge The trick is explained as purely a matter of sound 
involved mn tue skilful centrol of the voice. It is said that a barrister 
practised in the art and rbetoric uf addressing the bench can gather all the 
waves of sound from bis throat into a focus avd deporit it in the orifice cf 
the judge's ear with the general effect of a bomb. The trick, however it is 
accomplished, is raid 10 have been worked repeatedly with success on the 
late Judge McKenna, whose habit of gving to sleep on the bench was once 
a notorious subject of comment. 


At the S.uth-Western police-court on Widnesday, says the Times, Mr. 
Garrett dr+w attention to a curious anomaly im the law relating to the 
Marned Women’s Act. It appeared that a woman named Brightman 
sought and obtained a separa ion from her husbaud under the Act, with 
an allowauce avd the custody of her two children. She now informed the 
magistrate that her husbana retused to give up one child—a girl - whcm 
he had placed in his mother’s care. Mr. Garrett said he had no power in 
the matter. It was en unfortunate oversight on the part of the 
Legislature that the court which had the power to make the order had not 
the power to entorce it as regards the custody of the children. He 
advised the applicant to go to a judge in chambers and lay the facts 
before him, and he had no doubt the magistrate’s order would be at once 
enforced. 

A meeting of the Irish bar was held on Monday to express sympathy 
with the King in his bereavement Mr. William Ryan, KC., senior 
member of the Insh bar, presided, and there was a large attendance of 
members. Serjeant Campion proposed the following resolution: ‘‘ The 
bar of Ireland, in general meeting »ssembled, humbly tenders to bis Most 
Gracious Majesty the assurance of their deep and loyal sympathy iu the 

t sorrow which has befallen his Majesty by the death of our revered 


result to the defendant in the other case. He did not place Arnold's care: 
— so high as that of the unfortunate defendant who stood before him 

e other day. Still, ic was an exceedingly bad case. The sentence upou 
Arnold was that in reepect of the Taylor fraud be receive the mazimum 
sentence which the law allowed in such a case—that he must undergo 
penal servitude for seveu years—and with respect to the Swain fraud, a 
turtber term of three years, Sitmey was s ntenced to one year and three 
months’ imprisonment with hard labour. 








Tre Nationat Provincia, Bank or Enxoianp (Lo«rep).—The annul 
general meeting of the Nuticnal Provincial Bank of England (Limited) took 
place at the head office, 112, Bishopegate-street, E.O .on Jan. 31. Mr. Robert 
Wigram, who prerided, submitted a special resolution in copnection with® 
the death of her late Mejesty the Queen, which was unanimously agr ed 
to. He then called attention to the very satisfactory report submitted to 
the proprietors, and referred to the fact that this was the first occasion in 
which the report had been issued before the meeting The year had been a 
peculiarly difficult one, but the bank rate had ruled h’gh. and the time 
had been protitable for banks. The reserve fund now amounted to 
£2,275,000, »nd the whole of it was invested in Government Securitier; 
The current d+ posit and other accounts shewed an increase of £1,120,000. 
Atter paying the dividend of 21 per cent., and carryi: g £50,000 to reserv- 
fund. they were able to c-r-y forward nearly £97,000, or au increase «f 
£17,000 over last year. The cash at Bank of England, head : flice, and 
branches, and at cell and short notice shewed an increase of £1.166,000 ; 
and the items of bills diecounted, loans, &c., an increase of £244 000. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rors or ReoisTrans 1 ATTENDANCE OF 








Sovereign Lady Queen Victoria.’’ The Macbermott, K.C., seco: ded the 
texlution in an + loquent +p-ech, in which he said that the senior bencher 
of the bar of Irelaud was his Majesty King Edward VII Pr. bably 
from the time woen Alfred the Great transferred his crown, just a 
thousand years ago, to another Edward, no King of Evgland had been so 
closely assoviated with the bar of Irelond, The resolution was adoptet 
upavuimously and the hon. secretaries of the meeting were directed by 
the * Father of the Bar” to forward a copy of the resolution to his 
Majesty the King. 

In the First,Division of the Scottish Court of Session, on Wednesday, 
trays the Zines, counsel were heard in support of the application of Miss 
Margaret H S. Hall, of Kirn, for admission to the law agents’ examiua- 
tion. The court was crowded by members of the bar interested in the 
pleadings by reason of the application being the first of its kind in 
Scotland. Mr. Home, who appeared tor Miss Hall, said that the lady was 
_— years of age, and had arranged to serve her apprenticeship to an 
Idinburgh solicitor. She could only he apprenticed by passing the first 
portion of the general knowledge examination, and the examiners refused 
to admit her to examination without the sanction of the court. Miss Hall 
had certificates which would exempt her from examination in every 
subject but Latin. The incorporated Society of Law Agents did not 
oppose the application but Jeft the matter witn the court, and he con- 
tenced that there was nothing in the statutes to prevent a lady from 
practising law, while modern opinion opened the way to women entering 
public Jite. Mr. Campbell, for the Inc rporated Law Agents’ Socicty, 
pointed out that under the Roman Jaw women were excluded from 
practising. The Lord President: Does it not come to this, that we are 
asked to make a precedent excluding women from the legal profession ? 
Mr, Campbell said that was so. Afver consultation with the other judges, 
the Lord President said that the application would be considered by the 
whole Quurt of Session, and judgment was therefore postponed. 


On Friday in last week Thomas Boulton Sismey, solicitor, pleaded 
guilty toan indictment charging him with conspirivg with Julian Tr genna 
Biddulph Arnold to cheat and cefraud Jane Elizabeth Clarke of £14,000 in 
money and mortgages for securing the payment of that money to her, and 

Tregenna Biddulph Arnold, solicitor, pleaded guilty to an inaict- 
ment alleging that he, being trustee of the sum of £6,246 under the will 
of Thomas John Domville Taylor, unlawtully converted and appropriated 
£1,000 of it to is own and Sismey’s use and benefit. Mr. Justice Wills, 
in pacing sentence on Arnold, suid that ene of the great difficulties which 
& judge had who had got a string of cases of the same kind aud of some- 
what similar circumstances before him. was to preserve something like « 
just sense of proportion in the penalties inflicted. He had before him, 
unfortunately, a similar story only a day or two since, aud he could see very 

difference between ihe two cases ex: ep: that arnoid never stoud at tue 

of his profession. But if he did wot do ti at, he at all events bure an 
honourable name, and either by reason of that circums'ance or of some 
others of which he (the judge) knew nothing, he was enabled for sowe 
reasons—very co, nate to those which existea in the other csse—to win 
opfidence of persons who had money to dixpose of and to invest. By 
Winning their contidence he was enabled to inflict upon them loss and 
ters which it was impo-sible for him to exaggerate. Whatever 


‘rences there might be between Arnoid’s case anu the one: n whicu 
he had lately unhappily had to adjudicate, they were not sufficient to 











Date. Emerncency Appzat Cover Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
z Rora. No. 2. Kexewicu. Bygag. 
Monday, Feb............. 4 Mr. Carrington Mr. Farmer Mr. Pemberton Mr. Church 
Tuesda ST Cburch King Jack: G HT 
6 Gre swell Farmer Pemberton Church 
7 Lavie King ackson 
8 Jack*on Farmer Pemberton Church 
9 P-mberton King Jack: Gr H 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Cozers-Harpy. Famwe.u. Bucx.er. Jorcs, 
Monday, Feb ............ 4 Mr, Pugh Mr. Godfrey Mr. Lavie Mr. Besl 
Tuesda: we 5 Beal Leach Carrington Pugh 
6 Pugh Godfrey Lavie Leach 
7 Leach Carrington Godtrey 
s Pugh Godfrey Lavie King 
Q Beal Leach Carrington Farmer 











THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 
Feb. 7.—Messrs. H E. Foster & Crawrietp, at the Mart, at 2 p m. :— 
REVERSIONS : 


To a Trust Fund in and Pailway Stock, value £5,170; gentlemaa 


Government 
* 66. Sol'citor, W. H Elphinstone Stone 72 
To Fearchfths of One-Bifth of a Crust Fund, Bank eed Ladin Stock, value nearly 
£14.000; lady aged 71, Solicitor, Edmund Kendall, Bsq., Bourton-on-the- 


Ww 
to a legacy of £100; lady aged 74 Life Iaterest of 34 
oar we ‘ aged 74. ay pat 


produciag ne , 

annum ; 
"T wdon acd Chetmatord 
463. Solicitors, Messrs Few & Uo., 


Aa, Game ate, Solicitor, & Matthews, Esq., Swaffham, Norwich ; and 
SHARES en Goth) ad = Ont Geeghia” Beonomle Bask Horsfall Destructor 
Co. Solicitors, Ctickiom & Hollingworth, Londca. 
(See advertisements, this week, back page.) 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—Faivay, Jan. 25 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luarrep uv Cuanorry. 


Bros, Li —Creditors are on or before March 8, so send 
gt fp eT wa pot att 
M-nteerrat House, Dudley Gill, Bradford. Gauat & Co, ae solors to liquidator 


if 


Co Lr are or before March 4, t» send 

~~ A. yoy om the re or claims, to Themes Fawley 

tee Parliament chmbre, Quay Hull. Locking & Holdich, Huil, solors for 
ui*ator 

Co: ox, Lixtren—Petn for winding Jan 2%, 

aegis" based cores tages & Gy Runegmorieyshenon es 


the above-named not later than 6 o'clock 


Braver Line Associaten Srsa Liurtep—‘Treditors are required, on 

March 7 to cond th: tr eames and the particulars of 

Se ees ee, S Castie st, Liverpool. Oliver Jones & Uo, Li 
rs to} w ' 

gnnane eee Luurtep—Peta for winding up, presented Jan 22. directed to 

on Feb 6 ~cethif & Gray, 4, Lancaster pl, Strend, solore for ‘ 

eee wun veach the above named not later than 6 o’ccck im the 
e 


to 
petners. Notive uf earing 
fternoon of Ros 
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iif 
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difference between the result to him and the 
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Carr D Ww. WORKS Luorsp—Creditore are required, on or 
Fee Te cn aie Uxmnn abd ebtoconan, and the partiouan of their dates or 
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to John Sampson Prince and ~ Henry Brodie, 110, Cannon st. Clarke & Co, 63, 

Gresbam O'd Broad st, sol.rs 
Cover Pusuisnixe Co, Limrrep (1s Liqurpation)—Creditors are required, on or before 
to send and addresses. y andl the pedtiouions of tek debts or 


March 16, to pames 
claims. to Robert Warner, 10, Walbrook 

Dukes Synpicare, a are required, on or before March 1. to send their 
pames and the particulars of their debts and claims, to Frank Rowley, 
34 and 36, Gresham ‘as 


Grorce Waireneap & Sons, Limtrep—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 28, to 
send their names and addresses, the particulars of their debts or claims, to John 
F. Dre. "Central bldgs, New st, Huddersfield. Ramsden & Co, Huddersfield, solors 


Maxretiar 3 Hunt Covert Fuyp Co, laee. Se are required. on or before 
March 5 to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Joseph Fell Christy, Upton, Alresford, ‘Hants. Shield & Mackarness, Alresford, 
solors to —— 

New ~ovrn Wares Exproration, yn Free > ov ond - uired, on or before Feb 28, 

sené their names and addresses, ai their debts or claims. to 
Herbert Palmer and Herbert Vouglas vay 13, st Pet Helen's i Bishopsgate st. Smith % 
Co, 188, Ald- rsgate st, solors for liquidators 

Paccua anp Jazpampa Nitrate Co Liurrep Fe goo na rien: on or before Feb * 
to ae sees 708 seam, ont Ee particulars of their debts or claims, to 
James Edwards, 55 and 56, Bishopegate st Within 

Premiers Examet anp VARNISH, sty! (ux Liquipatiox)—Creditors are required, on or 
before March 1, to send their names, addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to William Anderson PB com sen hry 81, 31, Walbrook 

“Sanrras” Woop Drve.topment SYNDICATE, Limtrep (In saeenaneee)— aes are 
required, on or before Feb 28, to send their names and addresses, and the pong os 
a = claims, to Arthur Wood, 49, High st, Hull. Hope, 10, Bell yard, La 


8, 

Sucanioar (25 Mite) Cement Leases, Luntev—Creditors required, on or before 
March 1, to send their names and , sand the panteouiars of their dete or dain, 
to Julius Wilson Hetherington Byrne. 81, Gricechurch st 

Syirazn Srzamepir Co, Limrrep —Creditors are required, on or before March 9, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Henry. Lupton, 
41, Oldh-ll st, Liverpool Bate-ons & Ce Se solors to liquidator 

Victory Gotp Mixixc Co, Luurtep Creditors are required, on or before March 2, to eend 
their names ard addr-sees, ana the particulars of their debts or claims, to Juha Orlando 
Law, Edward Thumson and Walt'r r Ross, 32, King st, Cheapside. Kerly & Co, 14, 
Great Winchester st, solors for liqui jators 

‘Woot Ixpusraizs Empioyvers Insuzance Association, Limirep—Creditors are required, 
oa or bef re Friday Marcn 1, to send their names and addresses, and the particula.s of 
their debts and claims, to William Henry shaw, Market pl, Dewsbury 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
CreeTHorres Workinc Men’s a Room anv Civs Society, Limitep, 18, Sea View 


Lines, Jan 1 
G@o.tpruorPe Green WorKING Mew’ s Cius anv InstiTuTz, Club House, Goldthorpe Green, 
Rotherham, Yorks. Jan 21 


London Gasette.—Turspay, Jan. 29. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luurep mm CHancerY. 

AssociaTED eres, Corporation, Limitzp—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 24, 
directed to be heard Feb 6. Travers & Co, 4, Tnrogmoton av, solors for petner. 
Notice of sppearing must reach the abuve-named not iater than 6 o’clock in the after- 
noon eb 

Brana Inon axp Trxptate Co, Limrtzp—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 26. directed 

to be heard Feb 6. Goss , Vestry House. Laurance aad me hill, for Ward & Co, 
Newport, _ Notice of appearing must reach the above- named not later than 6 

o’clock in the afternoon of Feb 5 

Barec Horse Haviace Co, ag Pyne are > on or before Feb 26, to 
send oe a addresse«, eee: of their debts or claims, to David 
Gibson. 133 (oor st Smiles var Litehfiad, Gracechurch st, svlors to liquidator 

Daviss & ECKERSLEY, Liwitep (1x VoLUNTARY LiquipaTion)—Creditors are required, 
on or before Feb 14. to their nam~-s and addresses. and the particulars of their 
debts or cisims, to Frank Youatt 7, Norfolk st, Manchester 

Eoex & Tuawaires, Limite (1x VouunTaRy poner ee are required, on 
before March 30, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts. o 
Claims, to Frank Youatt, 7, Norfolk-street, Manche-ter 

Hexny Lovisonp & Son, Lure P.tn for winding up, ted Jan 25, directed to be 
heard Feb6 tarry & 0, Serjeants’ inn, Fleet st, solors for :etne:s. Notice of appearing 
must reach the above named not later than 6 v’clock in the afternoon of Feb 5 

Hoxtow Berwsry Vo, Lonrep—Peta for —— up, present-d Jan 26, directed to be 
heard Feb s Barrvud & Jupp, 7, St Mildred’s ct. solurs for the petner Notice of 

ust reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock ia the afternoon of 

Laxz a Mines, ge -Petn for winding up, presented Jan 24, directed to be 
theard Feb 6 Campion & Co, 90 and 91, Qu-en st solors for the petners Notice of 
opp s ating must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoun of 


Laggcn FxrroraTiox anD Fixance SynpicaTe, Limitep—Petn for winding u 


8. Mortimer & Co, Limirzp—Creditors are required, on or before March 12, to send their 
nemes and addresses, and the of their debts or claims, to Edgar Musgrave, 
Craven Bank chmbrs, Bradfi Spencer & Co, Keighley, solors to liquidator 

Suirnat Brewery Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before March 30, to send 
their nemes and addresses, and the Suliodens of their debts or claims, to William 
aa, & 89, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham Knowles & Littlewood, Welliogton, solors to 


liq’ 

Syxes & Co, Luutep (1x Votuntary an nnginat 1 Pe are id, = or before 
Feb 22, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to James Wheatley Jones, 19, Cooper st, Manchester 

— Co, a ts are required, on or before March 80, to send their 
ng? . addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William Barclay 

WEsTERN oerae or Santa Fé, Limirep (in Liquipation)—Crediters are required, 
on or before Feb 18. to send their names and addresses, and the ——— of their 
deb's or claims, to Essex Edgeworth Reade and George Alexander Touch, Bartholomew 
House, Bartholomew lane 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

Briuston Workinc MeEn’s Non-Po.iticat Civ, 62, High st. Bilston. Stafford Jan 24 

CuesterR Ramway Servants Sick asp Buriat Tontine Society, Railway Inn, Brook 
st Chester Jan 24 

Distrwor Piror Senate, 74, Ancient Orver or Romaxs Farienpty Socizry, North 
Bridge Cocoa House, Halifax, York Jan 22 

Haxrecastie Couuigery Sick anp AccipEnt Society, Harecastle Colliery Office, Lawton, 
Chester. Jan 23 

Norts Dooxs L. anp Y. Frrenpiy Benerit Society, 26. Regent rd, Liverpool. Jan 22 

— eT Sick AND Benerit Society, Prince Alfred Hotel, Rice In, Walton, Lan- 

an 
Totnes Fourts Frrenpiy Mecuanic Socrerty, 72, High st, Totnes, Devon. Jan 23 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 


UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gasette.—Turspay, Jan. 15. 


| | Saneas, 3 Dawn oom Uckington, Glos, Farmer Feb15 Theyer v Theyer, Farwell, J Bubb, 
Cheltenham 
| Dartey, Bexsamin WEnTworTs. Hove, Sussex, Esq Feb 16 Savage v Moore, Kekewich, 
J Moore & Wigston, College hill 
Wuirr. Harry Dow, Glasshouse st, Lay ef cires, Licensed Victualler Feb 18 
Nicholson & Co v White, Master Fox, Royal Courts of Justice Lindus & Hortin, 


London Gazette.—Fuipay, Jan 18. 
fFrep, Fone Deritend, Birmingham, Siempest, Vectadiigs Feb 15 Bill vy Bird, Kekewich, J 





Trump st 


ussey & Metcalf, New sq. Lincoln’ 
Pyz, Frances Jang, Longten, Laneaster, 3 Brewer Febi16 Scarborough v Pye, Registrar, 
Preston Preston 


London Gazette.—-Turspay, Jan. 22. 
Jenkins, Saran, Pembroke Dock, Hotel Proprietresa Feb 20 Sketch v Williams, 
Cozens-Hardy, J Hughes-Brown, Pembroke Dock 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Jan. 29, 


Suerrarp, Tuomas. Southport, Gentleman March7 Sheppard v Sheppard, Registrar 
Liverpool Williams, Southport 








WARNING TO INTENDING House Purcuasgrs AND Lesszzs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined, Tested, and Reported upon by an Expert from The Sanitary 
Engineering Co. (H Carter, C.E., Manager), 65, Victoria-street, West- 
minster. Fee quoted on receipt of fu particulars. Established 25 
years. Telegrams, ‘‘ Sanitation,’ London.- [Apvr.] 


Wuyr Pay Rent ?—A Mortgage Policy is offered by the Scorrisu 
Tempgrance Lirg Orrice over approved House Property, repayable by 
half yearly instalments, which may be less than the rent. A great feature 
is that in event of death, the hou~e becomes entirely free for the family. 
Mortgage expenses borne by the Company. Full pape, etc., at 
London Office, 96, Queen-street, Cheapside.—[Apvr. | 





resented 
Jan 22, —? = be heard Feb 6 andrew & Co, 27, Clement’s ef Ps om for 


so the above-named not later than 6 o’clock 


the afternoon of Feb 5 
Beviance Enoravine Co, Linirep—Peta for up, presented Jan 22, directed to | 
be heard Feb ndrew & Co, 27, Clements ln, solors for petners. Notice of | 


opus must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 


For Taroat Inerration anp Coven ‘‘Epps’s Glycerine Jujubes” 

always prove effective. They soften and clear the voice, and are invaluable 

| to all suffering from cough, soreness, or dryness of the throat. Sold only 

in labelled tins, price 7 . and 1s. 1 James Epps & Co., Ltd., Hom«o- 
pathic Chemists, London. —[Anvr. 








BANKRUPTC*% NOTICES, 


BECEIVING ORDERS. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, Jan, 25, Dec 22 Ord Jan 


Covrtne y, Francis Tuomas, 
Dec1@ Ord Jan 22 


Go st h Court Pet Lewis, Epwarp, and Wi1.14m Braprorp, Pontypool, Mon, 
a | Builders Newport, Moo Pet Jan23 Ord Jan 23 


Day. Evizasetn, Conky by Bow High Court Pet) | ang Sreruen Batt, Loaghborough, Builder Leicester 


t Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 


Fusyess, Joun Wr. W: West Ard Yorks, | Manwive, Sipwey Granam, Barnstaple, Stockbroker Barn- 
Averis, Twouss, Foulsham, Norfolk, Butcher Norwich | g Sous Wirsian Wanerss, mete . 


Grocer Wakefield Pet Jan7 Ord Jan 21 
Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 Gree. ALperT Wituam, New 


Bn 4anox, Altrincham, Cheshire, Tobacconist 
Manchester ay Or Ord Jan 28 
Bassett, Tuomas, jun, 8t Austell, Cornwall, Fruite-er 
Tiuro PetJon22 Ord Jan 22 
Berstzy Joux, Towcester, Northampton, Printer North- | 
amoton Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 
Box, Faaxx Hexry. C:no bury, Lau dry Proprietor 
Court Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 
Busiey, Frepesicxk Brexsamix, Gt Fesniouth. Grocer’s | 
Aristant Gt Yarmouth meaty? Ord Jan 22 
Burt. Gzrorcz Newsmax, S+ndown, I of W, Provision 
Mer: vot Nesport Pet Jan 22 Od Jan 22 
Cansrizip, Joszrrn Ricuarp Wroz ae. Bradford, | 
Joiner Bradford Pet Jan22 Ord J wu 22 
Casosixne Joux Joseru, Hartlepool, Plasterer’s Labourer 
Sunderland Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 
Caen. Wittiam Lexs Oldha 
Jan2i Ord Jan 21 
Joux Epwis, 


Jan18 Ord Jan 18 
Norwich. 


| Hupsarp. Jony. 


Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 23 


Pet Jan #2 Ord Jan 22 
et Decv? Ord Jan 22 





by Pet Jan23 Ord Jan23 Madeley 
| Howr, James Hewry, Bredbury, Cheshire, Innkeeper Moss, Ex1as, Princes 
Stockport Pet Jan2i1 Ord Jan 2 | Court 
| How ral, Witiiam, Martiesbam, Suffolk, Miller Ipswich | Monanit, Saran AxicE, Norwiok Grindery Dealer Nor 
i 


Norwich Pet Jan 21 Ord Jan 21 

| Jennincs, Many Any, Lancast r, a Frame Dealer | Nev uu, Lian “ast Dulwich Surrey, Hori- y Manufac- 
Preston P-t Jan 91 Ord Tan 2 

| Jessim.~ Jonn, Gt Yarmouth, oeaveller Gt Yarmouth | | Parkinson, Witutam, Aeckm n wik-, York, Labourer 


Kissy po Ball Hocarra, and Jonw Witiiam ACKLAM. | 
Manningham — _ Cabinet Makers 


m, Labourer Oldham Pe} Lamm, Gzono, L+ wisham, Licensed Victualler Greenwich | | Ross, CuaRLes, 
Cuzetaam, Notte, Farm Bailiff | Lez, Fr ’ | ae 
Mottingham Pet Jan 21 Ord Jan 21 + eaaucis, Comibome, Coenwall, Painter Truvo Pot 


stapie Pet Jan2i Ord Jan 2! 

‘pes, , Gt | Manset, Rosz Anna, Weaste. tate, Boot Dealer 
Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 

Totting wl, Glass Dealer High 
Pet Jan 21 Ord Jan 21 


“ Pet Jan 21 a Scents todiiealll 
Journeyman UxXLow, NaTHAN ABMSTON icester, To 

rr aaah Leicester P-t Jan 2z Ord Jan 2! 

turer High ‘ourt Pet J n22 Ord Jan 22 


Dewsbury Pet Jn22 Ord Jan 22 


Kay Ug eh York, Journesman Joiner York Pet Jan 19 | | Peart Wituam, Yeorce Wituiam Paarr and ALBERT 
J 


att, E.wsia , Durbam, Builders Sund-rland Pet 
Jan2t Ord anal 
adford | Ricnaaups. Samuen Watvarp, oe Cornwall, 
Fisherman Truro Pet Jan 28 Ord J 
Diss Heywood, Nosfolk, Farmer 
Pet Jani9 Ord Jan 19 


Witum Henry, Birmingham, Grocer 


Jan19 Ord Jan 19 
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arclay 


uired, 
their 
lomew 


nh 24 
Brook 


North 
wton, 
a 22 


Bubb, 
wich, 
b 18 
ortin, 
ich, J 


itrar, 


rar 
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nrock. Jonx Wruttam, Darwen, Lancs Blackburn, |Woorrox, WatTzr Hexry, Neath, Glam, Hairdresser Canruax, Joux, Bonby, Lincs Gt Grimsby Pet Jan 26 
mit : Ord Jan - west, Licensed Victualler | Feb 1 at 11 20 oof at, _ eunteian | Ayxsox ays ‘Waresrark), Doveridge, 
Ot she Deak Pet den at Oni 21 Ord Jan 21 ADJUDICATIONS. D roys surton on Trent Jan23 Ord Jan 23 
fincLeTon, Tomas, Victualler | | Avsris, ‘Towas, Foulsham, Norfolk, Butcher Norwich Caamnae, Bae Boatord Laton Pet Jan 25 

Birmingham ‘an ‘an 22 an 25 
SuaLe, SamuRL Guanine, Stove, — Brighton Pet | Barnerr, Aanox, Cheshire, Tobacconist | Dexrz, Grorcze Epw. Britonferry, Glam, Grocer 

Jan22 Ord Jan Manchester Pet Jan 28 Jan 23 Neath Pet Jan 22 Jan 2% 
TaTHaM, BENJAMIN, and Beaxano Qurzs Cranxe, Tkeston, Bassett, 7 2 jun, on — Cornwall, Fruiterer | De.evanr a BE nai i Pet fon ts Ord San 
Lace “Curtain Manufacturers Derby ; 

one Ord Jan Begsuey, Jouy, ted Northampton, Printer North- | Dosson, ke ie pews 
Tuomas, James ee Kettering, Northam apton, Cattle Pet Jan22 Ord Jan 22 on wees Pet Jan 24 Ord an 2" 

ot my Baty Bf Brovechect Bimiogham, Pet en 17 Ord Jan 19 SS eee 

m 
mag Wie tan’ on Jan 28 , ay oe Beysamrn, Gt Yarmouth Gt Yarmouth eae a ae Doncaster, Builder Sheffield Pet Jan 4 
Jan 


TuorsLey, Wiliam --¥ A on, Ly yp Vic- 
tualier burn Pet Jan 22 Jan 22 
—. he Wetfocd Fruiterer St Albans Pet 
Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 
Tomiix, James, Aarnet, Herts, Baker Barnet Pet 
Jan 21 Oro Jan 21 
TuornTon, CHARLEs, Great Wigston, Leicesters Leicester 
7 gy he Ord Jan 21 - 
zzELL, ALyreD Hewry, aie. Greengrocer 
Newport, Mon Pet Jan 22 
Wiis, Joszrx, and Wit1i1aM ecu, Connah's Quay, 
Flint, Builders Chester Pet Dec 29 Ord Jan 21 
Wison, Josera egy , eens, Drysalter Bradford 
Pet Jan 22 Ord Ji 


Amended notice ac A for that genes in 
the London Gazette of Jan 15 


Semarx, Georcz IsHmart, Beckenham, ‘Kent, Builder 
Croydon Pet Jan 10 Ord Jan 10 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Avster, Joun, Halifax, Stoker Feb 1 at 3 Off Reo, 


Scoumnan tenes" Manchester Hotel, 

‘OMMAS, JOHN ILLIAM 

st, <-¥ Manager Feb 5 at 12 wake Ue 
Carey 8 

es ty a, jun St. Austell, Cornwall, Fruiterer 
Feb Off Rec, Boscawen wen st, Truro 

TT habe Sie Wits, Gt Grimsby, Confectioner 


PH ag lat u Off 15, Sane, st, ae SS Grimsby 
LIVANT, ROWN. Hairdresser 
Febiat3 Off Rec, Figtree hema” 


Cans¥IELp, Joseph Ricnarp Woe, shill, Bradford, 

Joiner Feb5at12 Off Rec, 81,Menor row, Bradford 
Crark. Franx, Worksop, Journeyman Malteter Feb 1 at 
Ex ody 4 i Chemical Merchan 

GLAND, KICHARD Mar e t 

230 Bank: uy 1) ~ st —- 


ldgs. 
Evaxs OwEn Sonam, Winchester. Nurseryman Feb 4 
8 Off Reo, 172, High st, gm ame . - 
Fisuer, 4, a ¥.! —— citor Feb 5 at 11 
Bankru 8, Carey st 
Faasnr, tae Aijtrincham, Cheshire, Satanthe Feb1 
@o, rag by Byrom st, Manchester 
ppaRD. Hexry GEORGE ‘ 
Feb2at12 1, St aldate’ <> a anes 
mis Wao, ted Pncr Hanne, seen 
ebla it C] 
Howanp, ‘1 Homas Gus, & : iguton, ‘Badr 
2 gy 2 ag 
UBBAKD JoxN, No J 
ee oe mx, Norwich, Jou ourneyman Carpenter Feb 2 
5 ARTHUR AUGUSTUS Warns, Ba Balby. nr Doncaster, 


are Saiger Feb 1 at 4 Figtree In, 
Jonzs, Joux Cuantes, Aberavon, Glam, Grocer Feb 1 at 2 
Off Rec 31, avexandr» rd, Swansea . 


Joux, Tuomas, Bet Bee a E Farmer Feb 1 at 12 
PT mr — Yang 1 
om. it 
135, H go st, Merthy Tydfil F 
Kay Joux, York, Jouyneyman Joiner Febiat10 Off 

Bc, 2. 8 te, York 


Morrow Grorcz, U » Grocer Feb 1 at 12.30 
way app, London 


2, 
Mumox, Exnest W, Queen Victoria st Feb 6 at 12 


Bavkruptcy b dgs, Carey st 
Mor: 8. orwii Grtodery Dealer 
at 12” Of Rec, King why Nor! Not re 
TON, JOSEPH, Hucknall Mette Cont Miner 
Feblat3 Off Rec, 4 Castio si Pes Park st, Nottingham 
, Maroanzt, Lambert Bo Cabinet 
aoe! jurer Poles liso Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, 
Rauszy, Tuomas, Bishop Auckland, Durham, Innkeeper 
me) OU Gift Rec, 28, John wt. Sunderiand 
EPH io, — Bootmaker 
7 pton, Feb 1 


at 
aoe, Ses Joux il “Boos Retreahment Con- 
yr4 ‘ais 


Ronson, Hewnry Jaurs, Goulds gg 
a el Feb 4 at 12 96, Temple chmbrs, 
Suxpanson, Dixox, Ble Tobacconist Feb 1 at 12 
‘ 
Stun, Jauzs Keirn, Haverfurdwest, Licensed Victualler 
tat2 T+mperance Gall, Pembrote Dock 
80N, JonN Henry, aldburough, Farmer Feb 1 at 11 
7 Uff Rc, Trinity House In, Hull 
HOMAs, Jom, Caerau, nr Maesteg, Glam, Labourer Feb 1 
Vinourr, Tanase tee Ohi st, Notting Hill gate, 
EW: m 
schoolmaster Feb 4 at 11.30 2%, 7% Roma : 


Waitami, Eowarp, South B 
Sy Oe 
N, GeOnGk HERBERT 
490 O% Ree wnt hefleld, Draper Feb 1 at 


Burr, Gzorcze diem Sandown, I of W, Pork Butcher 
Newport Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 

CansrizLp, JoszrH RicHARD WRog, ey Bradford, 
Joiner Bradford 


Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 2 
CanosinE, Joun JosEPa, Labourer ” sunderland 
Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 


Casu, Wiisiam Lees, Oldham, Labourer Oldham Pet 


Jan 21 Ord Jan2i 
Curztuam, Jonn Epwix, Orston, Notts, Farm Bailiff 
gham Pet Jan2i Ord Jan 21 


Day, Jou, Bast Maidstone Pet Jan 10 
Ord Jan 28 


Green, Atpert Wittiam, New 6 aaa Labourer Gt 
Grimsby Pet Jan23 Ord Jan 23 
Radnor, Carpenter 
Jan 22 


Howarp, Tuomas CHAFFER, 
Leominster Pet Dec 14 
James Henry, Bredbury, Cheshire, Innkeeper 
Pet Jan@1 Ord Jan 21 
Howe, Witt1aM. Murtiesham, Suffolk, Miller Ipswich 
Pet Jan18 Ord Jan 18 
Denecae, ome, Norwich Journeyman Carpenter Norwich 
Jan 


1 “ —— 

Jennincs, Mary Lancaster, Pic ure Frame Dealer 
Pet Jan 2 21 Ord Jan 21 
——- Bay ‘armouth, 


Howe, 
8 


Traveller Gt Yarmouth 
Jan 23 Ord Jan 23 


Kay. Joun, York, Journeyman Joiner York Pet Jan 13 

Ord Jan 19 
Kirsy, AnrHony Hocarrs, and Jonw Wittiam Ackiam, 
ord, Cabinet Makers Bradford 


Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 

iam, ~*~ Sank, Seegeen, Gaeeee Croydon Pet Jan 

an 
Lez, Rae F, — ~ Wed Cornwall, Painter Truro Pet 
‘an 

town Epwarp. and Wii11am Braprorp, Pontypool, 
Builders Newport, Mon Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 28 

Mc viioch Tuomas Fioyp, Beeston. Notts, Builder 
Nettingham P-t Nov 28 2rd Jaa 23 

Mary, Stepxen Baw, Lough! Builder Leicester 
Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 


Mayyinc, sipwzy Gana, Stockbroker 
Pet Jan 2: Ord Jan 21 
Mawseti, Rost Anna, Weaste, Manchester, Boot Dealer 
Made Pet Jan 28 Ord Jan 28 
Mrrcueut, Tuomas, Levenshulme, nt Manchester, Tin plate 
Worker Manchester Pet Dec 31 O:d Jan 22 
Grindery Dealer 


Murrett, Saran ALICE, 
Nor Pot Jan 21 “Ora Jan 21 
Mvuxiow, NatHan HaArmsTo: sapien, Tobacconist 
Letcsster "Pet Jan 22, Ora fan 


Noreis, Tuomas 4H, Buthaneaeed, Pye. Timber 
Merchant Aylesbury Pet Nov 20 ‘Ord Jan 

Parxinsox, Witu1amM, Heckmondwike, York, , 
Dewsbury PetJan22 Ord Jan 22 

a Samvust Watiaxp, Madron, Cornwall, Fisher- 

2 Ly 2 Truro “~~ Ord Jan 23 " 

sH, Coates Diss wood, Newtek Farmer Ipswich 
Pet Jani9 Ord Jan 19 


Semarx, Groreze Isumaxt, amen, Kent, Builder 
Croydon Pet Jan 10 Ord Jan 
ious Catzs C.arckz, 
Manufacturers Derby 


y 

T: a 75 a, 

omas, James SmTH, Kettering, 
ampton Pet Jan 41 Ord Jan 21 
Tuorntey, Witt1am Henry, i 

Victualler Blackburn Pet Jan 22 Ord Jan 22 
Tuorntos, CHARLES, Wigstan, Leicesters 
Pet Jan 21 Ord San 2 


Dealer North- 


ree ae ee cee mens oe 
TLLI OSEPH, TLLIAM Buen " 
Flint, Builders’ Chester 2 . 


w J w Bradford, De e - 

ILSON, JOSEPH ILLIAM, 

| Pet Jan a2 Ord Jan 22 

ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED AND RECEIVING 
ORDERS RESCINDED. 


Uzzett, Atrrep Henry, N 
Ne 


Berc, Frawx Gustav Joun, Bromley, K Tea Merchant 
High Court Rec Ora'J: a tae AAjod July 31, 
Resc and Annul Jan 23, i901 


eg a Guy ears ey | Ord 
at7, Court 
” re 908 Adjud 17, 1898 Resc and Ann’ 


pf Gazette.—Turspay, Jan. 29, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Aset. Grorc 38 Ord Yen thee Chelten- 
i Pet Jaa 26 
ALLANSON, Northallerton Pet 


Brx, so Or ian York Pet Jan 26 Ord 


Jan 26 
Brees, Aa, Leicest-r, Grocer Leicester Pet Jan 26 
Or 
Brown, Joseea Bxrays. Joan Wituram Brown, and 
Freperick. Beastey, Shoe Manu- 
Pet Jan 8 


Gannett, _ +t Wiis, and Grores “3 = Hepe 
| any a shopfitters Wandsworth Pet Jan 24 
an 


Gowtaxp, Bosert, Leeds. Journeyman Painter Leeds 
Pet Jan 25 a Jan 25 

Gxesty, Samvet, Camb idge, Horse Breaker Cambridge 
Pet Jan 26 rr Jan 23 


Hewitt, Magy, Victualler Barn- 
staple Pet Jan25 Ord Jan 26 
Howagrn, Frayx, and Ky , Grey 


Ag 

Hurgn, James, Totterdown, Bristol, 
Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 

Jevrerson. SAMUEL, ’s Bush rd, Coal Merchant 
High Coart Pet Jan Ord Jan 2% 

i en ; Builder Tredegar Pet 

an 24 
Mace, Isaac, Leavenheath, Suffolk, Farmer Colchester 
Pet Jan2¢ Ord Jan 2 
me. Mary Ayn, Ebbw Vale Mon, Innkeeper 
Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 

Mitts — we Ola — * 
borough Jan% Ord J: 

Muttey, _ ny Woops, ae Suffolk, Carpenter 
Bury 8t Edmunds Pet Jan 26 Ord Jaa 26 

Bessen & O> Slosne st, Painters High Court Pet Dec 
21 


rd Jan 23 
mr } James, Halifax Halifax Pet Jan 16 
iT 
Poo.z, ANDREW, Lawn, nr Ruthin, Farmer Wrexham 
PtDecw Ord Jan 2% 
Bove. S Cases Fe ees ay ame Bedford Pet 


N Mon, Wholesale 
Mon Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 
Bedford, Coachbuilder Luton 


Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 
RosgyBERGER, ane 3+ Helen’s pl, Goods Manu- 
facturer Hixh Uourt Pet Nov 80 Jan 24 


Sanpersos, Atrrep, Leeds, Ankle Strap 
Leeds Pe' 
ant Liverpool Pet Jan 8 
Jan 25 
Spgaicut, Coantes Epwarp, Elm st, Ay he inn ri, Shop- 


High ‘oart Pet Jan 22 
Tuom, James, Widdlesborough, ship Carponte Middles- 
borougn Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 4 


We.cumay, Antaur Jonny Lr Dawlish, Devons 
Exeter Pct Jan15 Ord Jan 2% 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Arxsworrg, yas Henry, Boston, Lincs, Steam Trawi 
Owner Feb 21 at 12.15 de’ nes, Gand 6 West 


Boston 

Austin, a Foulsham, Norfolk, Butcher Feb 9 at 1 

Off Reo, 8, King st, Ni 

Barron, yp Stockport, Hawker Feb 6 
atil Off Rec, County chmobrs. 

Baumxkes, Gustave, cad A128 ALBERT APPLEYaRD ee 
Pat cage Feb 6 at 12 Off Rec, 36, V! st, 

was Vy Bed, Safeuem Feb 11 at 12.15 Off Rec, 


orn Boot Manufacturer 

pox eet? im tory 
Prax NRY, 5. Unasabeny, Laundry Proprietor 

Stil Bankragtoy Didga, Cater st 
Brazey >, Haney, Stockport, ’ mist Feb 
6 at 11.30 pl, 
Broom, THomas, Cheshire Feb6at12 Off Rec, 
County chm pl, 

CourTENnay, FRANCIS ey Gower st Feb 8 at 12 


vides, Carey 
Oe ae syzy, Bedminster, Bristol Feb 6 at 12 


Sawes, James, Li 
Ord 


Bers, Epwiy 


- , ald win st, Bristol 

ALTON, ES Ww. Long Lincs, 

Far Feb 5 at 290" Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, at, 
Nottingham 

Day, jt > Seamed Feb 6 at 2.30 Bank- 


Photographer Feb 6 at 3 


Euxett, OMAS, 

Off Rec, 
Forp, Heyry, Berks, Farmer Feb 6 at 12 1, 
Get, Jesse Ricuagp, and Exxest Tow.e, Ni 

= orokers Feb 6 at 12 rf ag ig 


st, Nottingham 
Hagpman, J J Feb & at 4.15 
x, Josep, Chesterfield, Joiner 
Insurance Agent 


‘eb 16 
av2s50 Of Rec, 36, Priaces st, 
Horn, Janes, Bewtt, of Works Feb6é 


at 1230 Off Rec, Baldwm at, 


“Bats O aubert 
Lawrence, pia F, Kent, Builder oot 1 at 11.90 


Lan, Puaxcin, Sambora, ran oral Painter Feb7 at 12.80 


wea st, 








Wurre, Jony, W: G 
ruptoy bid, ordi, Hasex, rocer Feb4at3 Bank- 


Denewats, Beaty Groncr, Forest Gate, pe 
man Painter High Court Pet Jan25 Ord Jan25 





Reo, 
Secnsnann, Asem Worcester, Caster Feb 6 
atl. 1 ent ay 
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Mace. Isaac, Leavenheath, Suffolk, Farmer Feb 8 at 11 
Cuos Hotel, Colchester 
Mary, Stepsen Batt, ee Builder Feb 5 at 
1280 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st. Leicester 
Mawse.t, Kose AnxA, Mancnester, Boot Dealer Feb 13 at 
1230 County C -urt Otfice Madeley 
Mires; Writiam, Gaddesby, Leicesters, Baker Feb 7 at 
12 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leivester 
Mircue1t1t, Toomuas, Manchester, Iron Worker Feb 6 at 
2.80 Off Kec, Byrom st Manchester 
Moszs, Exisna, Notting Hill Glass Dealer Feb 13 at1 
Bankruptcy bidas, Cavey st 
Moxtow NatHan Hanmaroy, Lei Tob ist Feb 
6at3 Off . 1 Berridgest Leicester 
Natioy, i. Starmin-ter N- wton Dorset, Saddler Febi 
at 12.30 Off nec, Endless st, Salisbury 
Neviwu, Auvay, East Vulwich, Hosiery Maoufacturer Feb 
18 at 12 Bankruptcy b dgs, Carey st 
Parxinsos, Wiiuram. Heckmondwike, York, Labourer 
Feb5at11 Off Rec. Bunk chabrs, B.tley 
Sonmastes, Epwarp Jory, and WrottaM BAINES, fen, 
Holborn viaduct, Eaogineers Feb 13at12 Bankruptcy 
bidgs, ‘‘arey st 
Rarity, Hexry, Hsmpton, Grocer Feb 6 at 12.30 24, | 
tailway app. London B:idge 
Ricuar 8, arTHuR Henry Nesth, y > Newsagent Feb 
6at12 Off Kec. 31, Alex ndta rd, 8 wansea 
Boss. Jon~ Witiiam. Gt Grimsby. Provision Dealer 
Feb5 11 Otf Kec, 15 Osborve st. Gt Grameby 
Busi, (‘saRrs, Diss Heywood, Norfolk Farmer "Feb 16 | 
at2 Uff Kec, 26, Princes st. Ipswich 
Ernoer, Boe, and Davip Gxzeenrest, Spital eq. Bishops- 
ate, — Feb 18at11 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
8 
Suave, Samvet Cuartes, Hove, Sussex Feb 7 at 3 Off | 
Kec, 4, Pavilion b.cgs, 
8m11H, ALBERT, Birmmyham, 
2 174, Corporation st, Birmiogham 
Sreer, Martitpa, Sunbury, Baker Fob 6 at 11.80 24, | 
Railwa: don 
8Sreavss, Soromox, Com rd, Tobacconist Feb 7 at | 
12 bidgs, Corey ab 
its ry yl »methwick . oes, Builder Feb 
atl12 174 rpora' ion st, Birm: ingham 
Taorytor, Cuartes, Gt Wigtton, Leicesters Feb 6 at | 
; 12.30 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st. Leicester 
True t @aroip Leicester, Uompitor Feb 5 at 3 Off 
Kec 1, Berridge st, L, ivester 
Waxes, Faep, Barosiey, Builder Feb 5 at 10.15 Off Ree, | 
Regent st, Rarnsiey 
Wipe, Grorce Exxest. Birmingham, Pearl Worker Feb | 
7at11 174, Corporation st, Birmincvham 


Witriams, Joszrn, and Witt1am Hucuxs, Connah s Quay, | 
Flint. | Vincent, Tuomas Lewis. William st, wetting W8 ¢ Gate, | 


builders Feb 6 at 8 Crypt chmbrs, Lastgate 
row, Chester 
Wits yn, Joszru byte Bradford. rel Feb 7 at | 
1. Off Rec 31, Manor row. Bradfor 
Wvsz, Tomas * onan East Lisley, Becks Medical Prac | 
tioner Feb 5 at 1130 Queen’s Hotel, Newbury 


Amendéd notice substituted apo that _ in the 
London Gazette of Jan 25 


Waite. Joux Wickford, eee, Grocer Feb5at3 Bank- 
ruptecy bidgs, Carey st 
ADJUDICATIONS., 


Arnzy, James Atrrep, Newgate st, Tailor High Court 
Pet Dec7 Od Jan 2% 

ALLaNson, Tuomas, Leeds, Porter Northallerton Pet 
Jan 2 Ond Jan 25 

Barter Frank Lombard st, Sugary 

Promoter High Court Pet Oct 1 Ord Jan 22 

Bes, Aaeaay York, Mngineman York Pet Jan 26 Ord 

an 


BELLA, Epwasp, Sebe £4; Aerating Agent High Court 
Pet iveci4 Ord | 

Bieas, Wiiiiam, Lelooster, Grocer Leicester Pet Jan 26 
Ord Jan 2+ 

Bropie, James Breseuaney, Seaforth, Lancs Liverpool 
Pet Nov 15 tnd Jan 2% 
Bustwett, Eenest Guonos; Forest Gate, Essex, Journey- 
mao Painter High Court Pet Jan25 Ord Jan 25 
Cottyer, Grorce sLaxanper, Old J + chmbrs, Solicitor 
High vourt Pet Lec6 Ord Jan 

CovsrExay, Wittiam Hovewrpoy, 8t *Fobn st, Smithfield, 
Foreign Produce Importer High Court Court Pet Dec 1 
Ord Jan 21 

Dexevayte, Cuaries Josepn, Pe 
— Victualler Piymouth et oy 24 Dern 


Jan 
Dosson, Tuouss Stockton on Tees, Labourer Stockton on 
Tees Pet Jan24 Ord Jan 24 


CHARLES, 


hton | P 
bolesale Tobacconist Feb 


Doz, Epwarp, and Gzorce Botrow Doz, Watford, Herts, 
ronmongers St Albans Pet Leci8 Ord Jan 25 

Fizpier, James Leopotp, Angel ct, Thr ton st, 
Accountant Higa Court Pet Nov 26 Ord Jan 24 

Gasrett, CHARLes WitiiaAM, and Gronce Epens Bepezs, 
po, mee aa Fitt rs Wandsworth Pet Jan 2% 


Gow anp, Rosekrt, jot, Journeyman Painter Leeds 
ae ae ord Ji 
Esty SsMuz. Came dge, Horse Breaker Cambridge 

Be & | t Jan 26 yo Jan 26 

Hewitt, Mary, B ——— Licensed Victualler ne 
Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 

Howarrs, Frank, and = Crook, Maachestar, 
loth Agents Manchester Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan a 

Krtiick, Witt1am Ewell, Surrey, Builder Croydon Pet 
Dec (@ Dec 1 
YGFIELD. §pwix, Shepherd’s Bush High Court Pet 
Dec 14 Ord Jan 24 

Lett, RicHAaRD ALFBED eae, Physician Wakefield 
Pet Dec 17 Ord Jaa 25 

Lewis, Josepx. Tred-gar, Mon, Builda> Tredegar Pet 
Jan 24 d Jan 24 

Mace, Isaac. Leavanheath, Suffolk, Farmer Colchester 
Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 

Manoyty Mary Ann, Eobe he Mon, Innkeeper Trede- 
war Pet ‘an26 Ord fan 2 

MARSDEN, ALGERNUN — oasiogbal st, Merchant High 
court Pet Oct 9 

Mitts, Bensamin, Old Fiett = Canta, Builder Peter- 
borough Pet Jan26 Ord Jan 

Moses, Exissa, Princes 1d, Notting bes Glass Dealer 

High Cou-t Pet Jan 21 "Ord Jan 

Mutizy, James Woops, Elmewell, “suffolk, Carpenter 
Bury St tdmunds Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 

hee —— James, Hatifax Habhfax Pet Jan 16 

Pszece, 8 J, Birmingham, Furnisher Birmingham Pet 

Uct 81 O d Jan 25 

| Prornero, Witt1am ALFerp, Newport, Mov, Wholesale 
Upholsterer Newport, Mon =o 25 Ord Jan 25 

| Suomnvcx, JouN a Darwen, Lancs Blackburn 


Pet Jan7 Ord Jan 26 
| Spgaicut, Caargtes Epwarp, Elm st, Gray’s inn rd, 
| Shopfitter High Court Pet ¥ Ord Jan 22 
Srser, MATILDA, rey | arate ker Kingston, Surrey 
e;Janl Ud Jan 
Trom, I AMES, Middlesbrough, Ship Carpenter Middles- 
brough Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 
| THompson, WILLIAM, wpe Frait Salesman Man- 
chester Pet Jans Ord Jan z4 
| Tomax, James, Barn:t, Baker Ba-net Pet Jan2l1 Ord 
Tan 23 


echo lmaster «uildford Pet Jan17 Ord 


| Watxer Faep Barosley, Builder Barnsley Pet Jan 5 | 


Ord Jan 24 
Ween. Isnazt, Dalston High Court Pet Oct11 Ord 


Jan 2 
| 


| ARTNERSHIP., or Clerkship with view 
thereto, required by a Solicitor aged 32 (admitted 
| 1891), well versed in Con acing and having sound 
| Seoteal knowledge of other branches connection ; 
| capital £1,400 to £2,000; principals only treated with. —F,, 
care of A. H. Procter, Esq., Solicitor, 38, Bedford-row, W. C. 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE i ee MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL 4PPOINTMENT. 

To Be, Me esty, the Lord Chancellor, 
dicial Bench, he op thy 

ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


| SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
| Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, 
Clerks, and Olerks of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, Uniwersity and Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 








Whole of the 


Town 








94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


The a Acts, 1862 to 1900, 


AUTHORITY 


Every requisite under the os ve Acts supplied on the 
shortest notice. 


The BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for immediate ug, 


Snake Ceatiricates, Depenrures, &c, en ved 
Printed. Orrictst Sas desigaed and executed ated. = 


Solicitora’ Account Books, 


.| RICHARD FLINT & CO, 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, Ps 
49, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C. (corner of 
Serjeants’ Inn), 

Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed, 


NOW READY, 8E°OND EDITION. PRICE fq 


A Practical Handbook to the Companies Acts, 
By Francis J.Green, of the Inner Temple, Barrister-at- Law, 


PARTRIDGE & COOPER'S 


PENS FOR SOLIGITORsS. 








Sample Box, containing 2 doz., post-free, 7a. 








THE “CHANCERY.” 
P. ice 2/6 per gross. 


THE “LAW PEN.” 
Price 2/- per gross. 


post- free, 7d. 


THE “TEMPLE.” 
Price 2/- per gross. 


Sampie Box, con ainirg 2 doz., 


ROYAL courts STATI {NERY WAREHOUSE, 
191 & 192, Fleet-street ; 1&2, Chancery-lane, London, E.C. 





S. FISHER, 188, Strand. 








pm 


PROBATE 


The Members of the LEGAL PROFESSION 
are respectfully requested to kindly Recom- 


our Fiem te 
requiring Veluations. 


Executors and 


“\____ a 


others 


VALUATIONS } 
y SPINK & Soh 


1 & 2, GRACECHURCH STREET, wee E.C., and 17 #1 18, PICCADILLY, 


LONDON, W. 
ESTABLISHED 1772. 





